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House of Representatives
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, December 10, 2001, at 2 p.m.

Senate
FRIDAY, DECEMBER 7, 2001

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable MARK
DAYTON, a Senator from the State of
Minnesota.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Lord God, today on Pearl Harbor Day
we look back on that day of infamy
through the focused lens of September
11. We gratefully remember the men
and women who paid the supreme sac-
rifice for our freedom in World War II.
With equal admiration, we honor the
memory of those who lost their lives
seeking to save others in the aftermath
of the terrorist attack on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon now
just 87 days ago. These have been tax-
ing days of war, anthrax anxiety, office
closings, disruption and displacement,
escalated security, and the stress of
red-alert living. And yet, through it
all, we have been drawn closer to You
and to each other. Once again, You
have helped our beloved Nation rise to
greatness. Continue to give us strength
and courage to finish this treacherous
war against the insidious, collusive

forces of terrorism. Dear God, bless
America! Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable MARK DAYTON led the

Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the

United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, DC, December 7, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable MARK DAYTON, a Sen-
ator from the State of Minnesota, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. DAYTON thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Nevada.

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senate will consider the Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations Act.
There will be 10 minutes of debate prior
to a rollcall vote on the adoption of the
conference report. There are three
more to go. Following disposition of
the conference report, the Senate will
resume consideration of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act.
There is no question there will be roll-
call votes throughout the day.

f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

N O T I C E

Effective January 1, 2002, the subscription price of the Congressional Record will be $422 per year or $211 for six
months. Individual issues may be purchased for $5.00 per copy. The cost for the microfiche edition will remain $141 per
year with single copies remaining $1.50 per issue. This price increase is necessary based upon the cost of printing and
distribution.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-

PRIATIONS ACT, 2001—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to the consid-
eration of the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 2944, which the clerk will
report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2944) making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and other
activities chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
this report, signed by a majority of the con-
ferees.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will proceed to the
consideration of the conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
December 5, 2001, at page H8914.)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be 10 minutes debate on the
conference report with the time to be
equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking member of the sub-
committee.

The Senator from Louisiana.
Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I am pleased to

present this conference committee re-
port on behalf of myself and my most
able ranking member, the Senator
from Ohio. We have worked closely to-
gether over the last several months.
We are proud to present a conference
report that truly is a bipartisan, bi-
cameral compromise on the District of
Columbia, which is a very important
center, a very important capital, a
very important symbol for our Nation,
home to almost 500,000 people who live
here, but a center where millions of
people work and where even more mil-
lions visit and, in some ways, call
home because it is the Capital of our
Nation.

I am pleased to present this con-
ference committee report. I will briefly
highlight a couple of the most signifi-
cant provisions of this conference
agreement.

The first is that this bill reflects for
the first time in 5 years a budget that
is no longer under the control of the
control board. That control board did
an excellent job under tremendous
leadership, and I commend them for
their great work over these 5 years,
working with us in Congress and with
the Mayor and the city council to re-
shape and reform the District’s fi-
nances, which for the time are in pret-
ty good shape. There are no deficits at
this present moment. But as my col-
leagues know, there are some chal-
lenges ahead and the trends would
cause us to be very alert on that score.

This is the first budget we are pre-
senting with the control board behind

us. I urge the authorizing committees
of both Houses to quickly reconvene
next year to pass legislation that will
create a more sound transitional
framework for the postcontrol period. I
pledge this morning my full and com-
plete support towards that effort, and
this conference committee report
somewhat lays a foundation for that ef-
fort. I look forward to working to that
good conclusion.

In addition, I am very proud that this
bill has as one of its hallmarks a re-
form of the child welfare system. Sen-
ator DeWine will probably give more
detail about this matter because he has
been one of the leading sponsors of this
legislation and this effort. I know he
will go into greater detail.

Suffice it to say, the District’s foster
care system and child welfare system
was broken. It was in shambles. It was
a disgrace; it was a national tragedy.
We all have challenges in our respec-
tive States in this regard, and no State
is perfect. Many States have a long
way to go. But the District’s system
had unraveled.

This bill gives the courts the re-
organizational mandate that is nec-
essary and the financial support and
resources, as well as some new tough
guidelines and standards that, hope-
fully, will protect children, save their
lives, restore dignity to families, and
promote adoption when necessary to
give children the families they need to
grow up to be whole, complete, and full
adults.

In addition, this bill works with the
Mayor to ensure public safety of the
District and to respond to whatever
emergencies might occur. September 11
has given us all the push we needed to
make sure we are investing correctly
in public safety. This bill is a begin-
ning—not an end but a beginning—to-
wards that end.

It is the intention of the ranking
member and myself to make sure the
emergency response plan that is ulti-
mately crafted for the District not
only works for Washington, DC, but it
works for the residents of Maryland
and Virginia. We have to work together
as a unified region when it comes to
protecting the lives and property of the
millions of people who live here in the
event we are attacked again. And this
region, unfortunately, is going to be a
target because of this magnificent
building in which we stand.

Finally, this bill improves public
education, and that is going to be one
of the focal points of my tenure as
chair of this committee. I believe it is
all about economic development, hope,
and jobs.

The mayor has indicated this is going
to be a strong thrust of his. This bill
lays down some foundations for public
education, for charter schools, for
early childhood and early reading pro-
grams. So I submit this report. I thank
our colleagues on the House side. I
thank Congresswoman NORTON for her
tremendous effort.

I thank the staff: Chuck Kieffer, Kate
Eltrich Kathleen Strottman, Kevin

Avery; and Mary Dietrich and Stan
Skocki of Senator DEWINE’s staff.
Again, I am pleased to present this
conference for a vote this morning.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, first, I
thank Senator LANDRIEU for the great
work she has done. I say to her and
Members of the Senate, it has been a
real pleasure to work with her on this
bill. I think the bill we have in front of
us is a good bill.

Let me call my colleagues’ attention
to an article that was in this morning’s
Washington Post, ‘‘Deficiencies Found
in D.C. Child Services.’’ The story
starts off:

Nearly 80 percent of the District’s child
abuse complaints were not investigated
within 30 days and close to two-thirds of fos-
ter homes housing city children were unli-
censed this year, a recent study shows.

The article goes on:
Among the reports’ findings, 30 percent of

the children under District care were not vis-
ited by social workers during their first 8
weeks in foster care. Thirty-seven percent of
child neglect complaints were not inves-
tigated within 30 days after they came into
the city’s hotline. Abuse and neglect cases
are required to be investigated within a 30-
day period.

The story goes on. This is nothing
new. These stories have been running
for years in the District of Columbia
and the Washington Post.

This Congress has looked at this
mess. It is a national tragedy. As Sen-
ator LANDRIEU has pointed out, no
child welfare system is perfect. Each
one of us representing our respective
States has seen problems in our home
States, but what we see in the District
of Columbia is an absolute scandal.

Why do I bring this up this morning?
I bring it up for my colleagues who will
be coming to the Chamber in a moment
to vote. This may not be a perfect bill,
there may be parts of this bill some of
my colleagues do not like, but it is a
bill that fundamentally changes the
child welfare system in the District of
Columbia. To me, that is the most im-
portant aspect by far of this bill. We
will have, I hope, within the next week
to 10 days, the authorizing bill that
will fundamentally reform the child
welfare system in the District of Co-
lumbia by creating a brand new family
court structure.

The bill we have in front of us today
funds that. It funds the reforms. We
cannot have these reforms unless we
have the money. So what Members will
be voting on today, in a moment, is
whether or not they want to make fun-
damental reforms in a system in the
District of Columbia that everyone in
this room and everyone in the District
of Columbia knows is an outright scan-
dal. That really is what the vote is all
about.

So to my colleagues who have had a
little problem with this bill and some
of the controversial provisions of it, let
me say this: A ‘‘yes’’ vote on this bill
will fundamentally change the direc-
tion of what we are doing in the Dis-
trict. It will not be the end of our



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12583December 7, 2001
work, but it certainly is a major step
forward.

Let me also point out several other
items that are in this bill that I think
are very significant. The bill also in-
cludes funds for the D.C. Safe Kids Coa-
lition; the District’s Green Door Pro-
gram, which provides opportunities for
people with severe and persistent men-
tal illnesses; a program that has been
called to my attention by Senator
DOMENICI, Teach for America, D.C.; as
well as the District’s Failure Free
Reading Program. There is also signifi-
cant money in this bill for the Chil-
dren’s Hospital in the District of Co-
lumbia.

So it is a forward looking bill. It is a
bill for children of the District of Co-
lumbia. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the bill.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, less
than a month ago, I stood before my
colleagues to address an extremely im-
portant public health concern, one that
is essentially a life or death issue here
in the District of Columbia.

AIDS rates in our Nation’s capital
are the highest in the country. Nation-
wide, more than one third of AIDS
cases are related to drug use, and sub-
stance use by a parent has led to over
half of the AIDS cases among children.
Statistics are more dramatic among
women, where 3 out of 4 women diag-
nosed with AIDS became infected
through their own use or a partner’s
use of contaminated needles.

Exhaustive scientific review has
found needle exchange programs to be
an effective way to slow the spread of
HIV and AIDS. The American Medical
Association, the American Nurses As-
sociation, the American Association of
Pediatrics, and the American Public
Health Association endorse these pro-
grams. Yet in spite of the over-
whelming support from public health
experts, we here in Congress have pre-
vented the District of Columbia from
using its own local funds to finance
these lifesaving programs since 1999.
These programs currently operate in
many of our home States and commu-
nities, often with the help of State and
local tax receipts. Almost 95 percent of
these programs refer clients to sub-
stance abuse treatment programs.

I was pleased that the District of Co-
lumbia appropriations bill passed by
the Senate on November 7 eliminated
this unnecessary prohibition and ac-
knowledged the strong support these
programs enjoy among both law en-
forcement officials and the public
health community.

The conference report we are consid-
ering today does not include this cru-
cial step forward. Instead, it maintains
the irresponsible status quo, which pre-
vents the District from using its own
locally generated revenue to finance
needle exchange programs. This con-
ference report ignores Surgeon General
David Satcher, who stated that ‘‘there
is conclusive scientific evidence that

syringe exchange programs, as part of
a comprehensive HIV prevention strat-
egy, are an effective public health
intervention that reduces transmission
of HIV and does not encourage the ille-
gal use of drugs.’’ This conference re-
port disregards the Institute of Medi-
cine, which identified access to sterile
syringes as one of four unrealized op-
portunities in HIV prevention.

I have chosen to vote against this
conference report because I am not
willing to disregard countless medical
experts who have acknowledged time
and time again that needle exchange
programs are an effective tool to halt
the spread of HIV and AIDS, including
the American Medical Association, the
American Nurses Association, the
American Association of Pediatrics,
the American Public Health Associa-
tion. I am not willing to ignore the
tragic effect that this restriction has
on children who contract HIV because
one of their parents used contaminated
needles. It is my sincere hope that next
year we can stop politicizing this issue
and recognize that the District of Co-
lumbia, just like all of our home States
and districts, deserves to have all pos-
sible resources at its disposal to com-
bat this devastating public health cri-
sis.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All time has expired. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
STABENOW). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 79,
nays 20, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 356 Leg.]

YEAS—79

Akaka
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton

DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Edwards
Feinstein
Frist
Graham
Grassley
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lugar
McCain
McConnell

Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—20

Allard
Brownback
Bunning
Durbin

Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Fitzgerald

Gramm
Gregg
Hutchinson
Hutchison

Inhofe
Kyl
Lott

Nickles
Santorum
Sessions

Shelby
Smith (NH)

NOT VOTING—1

Helms

The conference report was agreed to.
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I

move to reconsider the vote, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 1214

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
this is a unanimous consent request to
take up the Port Maritime and Rail Se-
curity Act.

I ask unanimous consent that the
majority leader, following consultation
with the Republican leader, may pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 161, S. 1214, the Port Maritime and
Rail Security Act, and when the meas-
ure is considered it be under the fol-
lowing limitations: That a managers’
substitute amendment be in order; that
the substitute amendment be consid-
ered and agreed to and the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table; that
the bill as thus amended be considered
as original text for the purpose of fur-
ther amendment; with no points of
order waived by this agreement; that
all first-degree amendments must be
transportation related; that the sec-
ond-degree amendments must be rel-
evant to the first-degree amendment to
which it is offered; and that upon the
disposition of all amendments, the bill
be read a third time and the Senate
vote on passage of the bill with this ac-
tion occurring with no further inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I am
sorry at this time that I have to object
because of the exclusive unanimous
consent limitation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
proceed to a period of morning business
with Senator STEVENS having the op-
portunity to speak for up to 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PEARL HARBOR DAY

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
requested of the leadership an oppor-
tunity to speak briefly about Pearl
Harbor Day.

The Senator from Hawaii would be in
Pearl Harbor today, as he has been al-
most every time every year since he
has come to the Congress.
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I would have been in New Orleans at

the opening of the new museum for
World War II. I think it is appropriate
that we ask the Senate, at the conclu-
sion of the remarks of the Senator
from Hawaii, to stand and observe a
minute or two of silence in honor of
those who gave their lives at Pearl
Harbor.

Sixty years ago today, I was in bed
with pneumonia and heard over the
radio about the attack on Pearl Har-
bor. My friend from Hawaii was a
young medical student and was imme-
diately called into action to help give
first aid.

As a young medical student, Senator
INOUYE gave first aid and assistance to
a great many people.

Then he went through a period of
time, which must have been very ex-
cruciating, when he saw other citizens
of the United States of his racial back-
ground being taken to camps and var-
ious other places because of their Japa-
nese heritage.

Subsequently, he joined the Army,
proceeded to be trained, and went to
war in Italy. As a matter of fact, he
was in Italy on one side of the moun-
tain, and our former colleague, Senator
Dole, with the 10th Division was on the
other side of the mountain. Senator
INOUYE’s unit was the most highly
decorated unit in World War II, totally
made up of Japanese Hawaiians, the
442nd. The 442nd has a distinguished
place in history. And the person who
has one of the greatest places in his-
tory is my long-time friend, Senator
INOUYE, who is now a Congressional
Medal of Honor winner. He had to wait
many years before he got that award,
having been passed over at the time be-
cause of his heritage.

I was privileged, as many others
were, to be there when that wrong was
righted and he was recognized for his
distinguished service to our country
for the events that led up to his being
injured and, strangely enough, being in
the same hospital with Bob Dole as
they both came off the battlefield
wounded.

But I have had a distinguished oppor-
tunity here to be a friend of this distin-
guished man.

I never had the privilege—I am get-
ting a little personal—of living with
my own brothers, but I have lived and
traveled with DAN INOUYE throughout
the world now for 33 years. I know of
no man that I would put in higher es-
teem than Senator DANIEL INOUYE.

I ask the Senate to recognize him
now, and then perhaps he would like to
make some comments.

(Applause, Senators rising.)
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Hawaii.
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, as

always, my dear friend from Alaska is
overly generous. I shall always cherish
his friendship, and this moment will
never be forgotten.

Madam President, 60 years ago our
Nation was suddenly attacked by a
force of planes. It devastated a part of

America. We lost about 2,400 of our gal-
lant sons. It was a moment of great
tragedy, great sadness, but it was also
a moment of great glory because, al-
most instantly, our Nation got to-
gether. Our Nation was never that
united. Even during the war of the Rev-
olution we were not that united. In the
Civil War we were divided.

But on this day, 60 years ago, Amer-
ica became one. And it was obvious
that, notwithstanding the odds against
us, we were going to be victorious. And
we were.

Today, we are debating a matter that
happened on September 11. And I know
that, though we may have used some
harsh rhetoric, we will stand united, as
we always have, and we will come forth
with a measure that will be American
in nature, one of which all of us can be
proud.

Today, there are two of my col-
leagues here who wish they could be at
home, also. I wish I could be in Pearl
Harbor at this moment. But two of my
friends from Louisiana—Senator
LANDRIEU and Senator BREAUX—want-
ed to be there to participate in the
opening of the great museum com-
memorating the Pacific war. I know
they join me, however, in saying that
duty comes first.

And, TED, we appreciate the recogni-
tion you have given to December 7. I
think this is a day of which all Amer-
ica can be proud.

Thank you very much.
(Applause, Senators rising.)

A PERIOD OF SILENCE IN RECOGNITION OF THE
SACRIFICE OF THOSE WHO DIED AT PEARL
HARBOR

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
now ask unanimous consent the Senate
stand in silence for a period of 2 min-
utes in recognition of the sacrifice of
those who died at Pearl Harbor.

There being no objection, the Senate
observed a period of silence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, as
we look upon our life in the Senate, it
is, indeed, a privilege for those of us to
serve with our distinguished colleague
from Hawaii. I, too, am a member of
the generation of World War II, having
joined the Navy in January of 1945.

My modest service to country pales
in comparison to that of our distin-
guished colleague from Hawaii, as it
does in comparison to that of our col-
league from Alaska, Senator STEVENS,
Senator HOLLINGS, Senator THURMOND,
Senator HELMS, and Senator COCHRAN.
I think we in this Chamber are the last
of the few of that generation.

I had hoped today and had scheduled
to join the President of the United
States aboard the U.S.S. Enterprise in
Norfolk, VA, together with my junior
colleague, Senator ALLEN. We, as our
colleague from Hawaii, will be at our
duty stations here in the Senate today.

But I never let this day pass without
my own recollections of that period as
a very young man at age 17, as I say,
entering the Navy and what the mili-

tary did for me to enable me to achieve
my goals in life. The GI bill was the
greatest investment this Nation ever
made in that generation, and I was a
beneficiary of that.

Together with other colleagues, in
my 23 years here in the Senate, on the
Armed Services Committee, we, as a
team, have tried to do our very best for
the men and women of this generation
who are proudly serving in uniforms of
our country and who eventually either
will select the military as a career or
return to civilian life and avail them-
selves of the educational and other
benefits they earned through their
service.

Just 10 days ago, the chairman of the
Committee of Armed Services, Senator
LEVIN, and myself had the privilege of
visiting our troops in Uzbekistan dur-
ing the Thanksgiving period. We
overflew Afghanistan, Pakistan, and
Oman. I awakened this morning listen-
ing to people trying to compare the
generation of World War II with those
in uniform today. And Mr. Ambrose,
the noted author, said he felt this gen-
eration, in every respect, equals the
generation of World War II. I made
that very same statement on the floor
of the Senate right after September 11.
Having seen them on this trip, I assure
America that this generation now in
uniform is every bit and perhaps even
more courageous than those who
served in World War II—more coura-
geous because of the complexity of the
enemies today and the unknown
threats we face in comparison to the
clarity of the enemy that faced us in
the period of 1941 and for some 4 years
thereafter.

So it is a privilege for me to serve
with our dear friend from Hawaii. How
dearly we respect him, and how gra-
cious he is to all of us. Sometimes, in
moments of tension around here, when
you are seeking a little neutral ground
for a little assistance, I go over to that
desk and get the reassurance of my
friend from Hawaii.

But, again, my career is very modest
in comparison to that of Senator
INOUYE, Senator STEVENS, Senator
THURMOND, Senator HOLLINGS, Senator
HELMS, and Senator COCHRAN. I thank
my colleague for our friendship.

I yield the floor.
Several Senators addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Madam President, what is

the regular order?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-

ular order would be the Defense appro-
priations bill.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for 1
minute as in morning business just to
acknowledge the remarks of Senator
INOUYE and Senator STEVENS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I

want to say, on behalf of the senior
Senator from Louisiana, Mr. BREAUX,
and myself, how grateful we are for
their remarks and the help our distin-
guished colleague from Hawaii, Sen-
ator INOUYE, and our distinguished col-
league from Alaska, Senator STEVENS,
have provided to us. They have both
been so instrumental in helping sup-
port the development of this museum
in New Orleans, LA.

I say to both Senators who were
going to have the opportunity to be
there this morning, and to see their
great work firsthand, this museum,
this dedication, has exceeded all expec-
tations.

We are a city and a town used to
hosting thousands of visitors. This mu-
seum, the World War II Museum, and
now the opening of Pacific Rim The-
ater have exceeded all expectations.
Today as we speak, Stephen Ambrose
and a long list of distinguished dig-
nitaries are there. With the support of
these two Senators and our entire Con-
gress, we have had contributed $5 mil-
lion toward the development of this
museum and the creation of the Insti-
tute of the American Spirit. It is not
just our weapons, our tanks, our air-
planes, and our assets, it is the Amer-
ican spirit that protects and leads this
world for liberty and justice. These two
Senators know that. They have con-
tributed mightily. I thank them on be-
half of Senator BREAUX and myself.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, as the
sun rises over Pearl Harbor this morn-
ing, solemn ceremonies at the U.S.S.
Arizona Memorial and the National
Memorial Cemetery of the Pacific will
commemorate the 60th anniversary of
the attack on Pearl Harbor. Prayers,
reflections and tribute will be offered
to honor the service and sacrifice of
the men and women who fought and
died in the defense of our country. For
many of us in Hawaii, the events of De-
cember 7 are a graphic memory, a per-
sonal experience never to be forgotten.

As a student, I watched in the attack
on Pearl Harbor at 8 a.m., Sunday, De-
cember 7, 1941, from the roof of my dor-
mitory at the Kamehameha School for
Boys on Kapalama Heights in Hono-
lulu. We had just returned from break-
fast at the dining hall, and were slowly
preparing for Sunday services. In
stunned silence, we saw the flash of
bombs and thick black smoke rising
above Pearl Harbor.

We saw the planes dive from the
south, drop their torpedoes, and the re-
sulting explosion on the battleship Ari-
zona, which later tilted and sank at her
mooring. The airstrip at Hickam was
marked with potholes, bomb craters,
and damaged aircraft. Smoke, both
white and black, moved to blanket the
area.

A spent anti-aircraft shell landed and
exploded near our dormitory. A squad
of zeros flew over us from Pearl Harbor
to attack the Kaneohe Naval Air Sta-
tion. By that time excited radio mes-
sages were reporting the bombing of
Pearl Harbor.

It was a calamity that forever
changed the course and life of our
country and Hawaii. As America pre-
pared for war, men and boys in Hawaii,
as elsewhere in our Nation, rushed to
enlist. Japanese American soldiers,
fighting with the 442nd Infantry and
100th Battalion, became the most deco-
rated units in the war, while at the
same time our government interned
and relocated their families and con-
fiscated their homes.

The sacrifices made by ordinary men
and women who rallied in defense of
freedom, liberty, and the great promise
of our democracy represents the great-
est heroism and patriotism in service
of our country. It also reminds us and
future generations of Americans that
patriotism is not a matter of race and
religion, but personal courage and con-
viction.

As we realized on December 7, and as
the events of September 11th painfully
reminded us, the freedom and pros-
perity we enjoy carries a dear price.
Our sacred duty is to ensure its preser-
vation for future generations.

Throughout our Nation’s history, we
Americans have relied on the power of
our ideals, our faith in God, and prayer
to guide us through the challenges we
faced, and we rely on that same power
today as we seek peace and justice.

Today, I am honored to join my col-
leagues in prayer and remembrance for
those courageous men and women who
died in Pearl Harbor. I also join my
colleagues in honoring my dear friend,
the senior Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
INOUYE]. His duties and responsibilities
in the Senate have kept him from to-
day’s observances in Hawaii. For over
50 years, Senator INOUYE has served our
Nation and our beloved State in the
U.S. Army—awarded the Congressional
Medal of Honor, the Territorial Legis-
lature, the House, and Senate. I am
proud to serve alongside him and privi-
leged to call him friend.

I also want to thank the senior Sen-
ator from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, who is
also a decorated and distinguished vet-
eran of the Second World War and a
true American patriot, for his leader-
ship in remembering those killed at
Pearl Harbor and honoring the service
of those men and women who served
our Nation in the Second World War
and those men and women who are de-
fending freedom around the world
today.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise to discuss what an important day
today is in the history of our country
and also to mention a personal, special
time for a Member of our Senate on
Pearl Harbor Day. And that is Senator
DAN INOUYE.

DAN INOUYE was 17 years old, living
in Hawaii, on the day that Pearl Har-
bor was attacked. He was one of the
first Americans to go forward to try to
help with the casualties that occurred
that day.

But DAN INOUYE has said on several
occasions that he looked up into the
sky and he knew that the people who

were bombing his country were people
who looked like him. And he said he
knew that his world had changed for-
ever from that day.

DAN INOUYE, at the age of 18, was a
freshman in premedical studies at the
University of Hawaii but dropped out
to enlist in 1943 in the U.S. Army.

DANNY INOUYE was not just another
enlistee in the U.S. Army. He was one
of the great heroes of World War II. He
spent two of the bloodiest weeks of the
war in France rescuing a Texas bat-
talion that had been surrounded by
German forces. This was known as ‘‘the
lost battalion’’ and is listed in the U.S.
Army annals as one of the most signifi-
cant military battles of the century.

He won the Bronze Star, but that was
not the end. He went to Italy and be-
came involved in the war in Italy and
was trying to assault a heavily de-
fended hill in the closing months of the
war. Lieutenant INOUYE was hit in his
abdomen by a bullet which came out
his back, barely missing his spine. He
continued to lead the platoon and ad-
vanced alone against a machinegun
nest which had his men pinned down.
He tossed two hand grenades with dev-
astating effect before his right arm was
shattered by a German rifle grenade at
close range.

Lieutenant INOUYE, who threw his
last grenade with his left hand, was at-
tacked then by a submachinegun and
was finally knocked down the hill by a
bullet in the leg.

For this he received the Distin-
guished Service Cross which later,
thank God, was upgraded to the Medal
of Honor. So he is one of the very few
Members who has served in the Senate
who has received the distinguished
Congressional Medal of Honor.

He has never missed an anniversary
of Pearl Harbor.

He is missing it today because, once
again, duty has called, and DANNY
INOUYE answered the call of his duty to
pass the Defense appropriations bill for
those in the field today.

I wanted to take a moment to pay
tribute to this great patriot of our Na-
tion, Senator DAN INOUYE of Hawaii.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 60

years ago I was serving as a Circuit
Judge for the State of South Carolina.
It was an early Sunday afternoon when
news reports began to stream in about
the attack against the United States
that took place at Pearl Harbor, HI. As
I listened to news reports about the at-
tack on our Pacific Fleet, I knew in-
stantly, that the world we lived in was
irreversibly changed.

All across this great Nation, Ameri-
cans reacted to the unprovoked attack
on the United States with anger, and I
shared those sentiments. We became
galvanized as a Nation. Americans
from all corners of the country rose to
the call of duty. Long lines extended
from every military recruiting office as
men and women prepared to take up
the challenge to the security of the
United States and the American way of
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life. It was my privilege to join those
who immediately volunteered to serve.
I am proud of the service that I ren-
dered as an Officer in the United States
Army which included serving in the
United States, Europe and the Pacific.

The attack on Pearl Harbor was the
beginning of America’s direct military
participation in World War II. For
nearly 4 additional years, the Allied
Powers fought the forces of fascism and
tyranny around the globe. With the
passage of time, and understanding the
great strength of our armed forces, it
may be difficult to remember the chal-
lenge our military faced despite our re-
solve and resources. We faced formi-
dable and determined foes, but ulti-
mately they were no match for the
courage and bravery of our Allied
Forces.

On September 11 of this year, we
again witnessed an attack on American
soil. As Chairman Emeritus of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, I am
honored to be in a position to support
our President and our brave men and
women in uniform in the cause to rid
the world of international terrorism.
The terrorists who committed this act
of cowardice thought they could de-
stroy the American spirit, but as expe-
rience taught me 60 years ago, this will
only make us stronger as a Nation.
Furthermore, I see the same spirit of
unity and determination that I saw
then. They were wrong then, they were
wrong now and we will prevail.

Today we honor the memory of those
who fought for freedom in that great
conflict 60 years ago. As a veteran, I
have a special appreciation for the
service and sacrifice of those men and
women who fought so hard to protect
and preserve American ideals and free-
doms. We recognize that Americans are
again in harm’s way, fighting to pro-
tect our freedom and our way of life.
My appreciation extends to all those
who continue to answer the call of our
Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, let
me quickly join everyone else in con-
gratulating our colleague from Hawaii
who has always been very kind to me
and to my wife and family. I appreciate
it very much.

We have reached an impasse here. It
is clear that we need something to sort
of break the logjam. It seems to me the
logical thing to do is to try to dem-
onstrate the direction in which we are
not going to go, so hopefully we can
change direction and find bipartisan-
ship in passing this bill.

Everybody knows we have to have a
Defense appropriations bill. Often in
trying to get on the right road, it is an
important step to get off the wrong
road. When you are going in the wrong
direction, it is important to stop so
that you might go in the right direc-
tion. In order to try to break this log-
jam, it is my purpose to make a point
of order against the committee sub-
stitute.

Let me make a parliamentary in-
quiry. Are we on the Defense appro-
priations bill now and that substitute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
has not yet been laid down.

Mr. CARPER. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. GRAMM. I yield to the Democrat

floor leader for the purpose of laying
the bill down.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, what is
the order before the Senate?

f

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2002—Re-
sumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the pending business.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3338) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I want
to make sure the Senator from Texas
maintains the floor. The Senator from
Delaware wishes the floor.

Mr. CARPER. May I make a unani-
mous-consent request to address the
Senate for 1 minute as in morning busi-
ness.

Mr. REID. Madam President, that
will be fine, if the Senator from Dela-
ware addresses the Senate for up to 2
minutes, with the Senator from Texas
having the floor as soon as he com-
pletes his statement as in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Was the request that he
speak and then it come back to me, or
I finish and then it goes to him?

Mr. REID. Let him do his 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
f

HONORING SENATOR INOUYE

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, Sen-
ator INOUYE has been a good friend and
mentor to this new Senator, as has a
Senator I call ‘‘Mr. Secretary,’’ the
former Secretary of the Navy, Senator
WARNER from Virginia, who also has
been a good counselor and advisor to
me. When these two Senators stood and
entered the armed services six decades
ago almost, they raised their arms and
took an oath to defend our Constitu-
tion against all enemies, foreign and
domestic. They participated in a war
that brought us in the 20th century to
become the great Nation we are today.

Sixty years ago today, Pearl Harbor
was bombed. Two hundred fourteen
years ago today, the Constitution
which they took an oath to defend was
first ratified by any State in the
United States of America. Two hundred
fourteen years ago today, in a place
called the Golden Fleece Tavern in
Dover, DE, about 30 delegates who had

been there for 3 days debating what
steps to take decided that Delaware
should be the first State to ratify our
Constitution and provide the founda-
tion which has enabled our Nation to
survive World War I and World War II,
the Korean war, the Vietnam war, the
war against communism, to win the
battle against the Great Depression.

We are fighting another war on ter-
rorism around the world and here in
this country and other places. That
Constitution, which provides us with
our three branches of Government—the
legislative branch, of which we are one-
half, the executive branch, and the ju-
dicial branch—the most enduring of
any constitution in the world, which
provides the foundation for the longest
living democracy in the history of the
world, was first ratified today 214 years
ago.

Any country that can survive two
world wars and a civil war and the
Great Depression, vanquish the Com-
munists, we can certainly handle the
terrorists, and we can handle the issues
that divide us here today. I am con-
fident we will.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Delaware for his
thoughtful remarks and for his service
to the Nation in the U.S. Navy, when I
happened to have been Secretary of the
Navy. He is very respected for that pe-
riod when I was the boss.

f

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT OF 2002—Con-
tinued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I
raise a point of order against the pend-
ing committee substitute amendment.
The pending committee substitute
amendment violates section 302(f) of
the Budget Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive the
applicable sections of that act for pur-
poses of the pending amendment, and I
also ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, the mo-
tion to waive the point of order is be-
fore the Senate. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time for debating that
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motion to waive the point of order be
divided 50/50; that is, Senator STEVENS
and Senator BYRD each control 30 min-
utes. Additionally, I have a request for
time from Senator BOXER, and I ask
unanimous consent that she be given 5
minutes in addition to the 1 hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Did I understand there
will be 1 hour equally divided on the
debate?

Mr. REID. Yes, that is right.
Madam President, I state, through

the Chair to the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia, that I asked for 5
additional minutes for Senator BOXER.
In fairness, we should give 5 additional
minutes to the other side. So that
would be an additional 10 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, as the
request is worded, time on quorum
calls, et cetera, would not be counted
because the word is ‘‘debate’’; am I cor-
rect?

Mr. REID. The Senator is correct.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. BYRD. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, my in-
quiry was made because I want to be
sure we have 1 hour on the debate. It is
going to take us a few minutes to get
some chairs, and I do not want that
time coming out of the debate. So
there is no ulterior or devious motive
behind my having asked that question.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
thank Senator REID and my colleagues
for giving me this 5 minutes in support
of Senator BYRD’s motion.

We are living through a very difficult
time in our history. This particular
campaign we are in is unlike any other
we have faced. There are people in our
own country and perhaps in as many as
80 countries who are dedicated to
harming our people. As has been noted,
we have had more casualties in this
campaign on the homefront, in the
homeland, than we have actually had
in the theater of war.

We have a crisis to which we must re-
spond. With his wisdom gained in al-

most 50 years in the Congress, Senator
BYRD is leading us in a direction we
should all follow. I am deeply dis-
tressed that the other side of the aisle
does not seem to want to follow Sen-
ator BYRD’s leadership.

I have been in the Congress for 20
years, Senator BYRD for 49 years. The
President of the United States has
served in office, all told, 7 years as a
Governor and a year as President. Our
President has said it is important to be
humble. I call on him to be humble and
to listen to the words of a man who un-
derstands what the role of the Congress
should be in this time of terror, Sen-
ator ROBERT BYRD.

We are facing threats that we have
never faced before. There is not any de-
bate in this body on that. We are facing
the threat of smallpox. Anyone who
has seen the presentation called ‘‘Dark
Winter,’’ anyone who has spoken to
physicians, knows this is a disease that
will kill one out of three people it
strikes. This is a weapon of a terrorist.
Will it ever strike? We pray to God, no.
Could it strike? Yes. In what form?
Will it be someone spraying this deadly
disease at a mall? Or will it be a num-
ber of people getting on a plane with
the disease? We don’t know. Maybe it
will never happen. And we pray it will
never happen. But we know we only
have 15 million doses of the vaccine.
We are very hopeful it can be diluted to
provide up to 77 million doses. But the
fact is, we need to move quickly.

I know our Secretary of Health and
Human Services is moving to procure
those vaccines. But we also need to buy
antibiotics in case we get more anthrax
cases. We need to find cures for dis-
eases such as smallpox, Ebola virus. I
have met with companies in California
and other places that are working dili-
gently to find cures for smallpox, for
Ebola viruses, and other deadly vi-
ruses. We need the funding for that.
Senator BYRD has done that.

We all worked hard on an aviation se-
curity bill and the President signed
that bill, but there is much more to be
done. Just listen to Norman Mineta. He
will tell you. We have to have more of
the machines that check for bombs in
cargo holds. The FAA has not even or-
dered more machines. I have talked to
the companies. They can produce 50 a
month, and Envision, one of the com-
panies, has not gotten a phone call.
There is not the money. We need more
air marshals. We are getting some; we
don’t have near enough. We need the
funding for that.

I speak because on this one there is a
hole in my heart. We lost 39 Califor-
nians. Every hijacked plane was head-
ing for California. Those long-haul
flights need air marshals. These flights
had the heavy fuel loads and the light
passenger loads. Those were the targets
of the terrorists.

We need more security at our nuclear
plant facilities. We must have more se-
curity there. That costs money. You
don’t do that on the cheap. In Cali-
fornia, we have two plants at San

Onofre located at Camp Pendleton, two
at Diablo Canyon near San Luis
Obispo. They need the National Guard.
They need permanent protection. We
know about dirty bombs and what they
can do—if they get their hands on that
plutonium. We need to guard against
that happening. Senator BYRD does
that.

Our own Homeland Security Director
has talked about all of these issues.
Yet we seem to have a partisan battle
where there should be no room for par-
tisanship. I ask my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, what are they
against? The money for food safety?
The money to fight bioterrorism? The
money to give to our law enforcement
throughout the land, working so hard,
12 and 14 hours a day, to ease their
pain? To put more people on the
ground? Are they against firefighter
programs? Border security? Airport se-
curity? Nuclear plant security? How
about U.S. ports, those vulnerabilities?
We know what could happen if we do
not protect our infrastructure.

It is pretty simple to me. Senator
BYRD has stepped out. There can be no
one who has reached more across the
aisle than Senator BYRD and Senator
STEVENS, that is for sure. We saw it a
couple of minutes ago. So I say to my
colleagues, let’s be bipartisan.

I ask for 30 additional seconds.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

CANTWELL). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Let’s be bipartisan
when it comes to defending the home-
land, just as we are so bipartisan when
it comes to supporting our President in
this fight abroad.

My mother used to say, in the old
days: Penny wise and pound foolish. It
is something we always heard from our
moms. You make these investments
now.

Last point. The President does not
have to spend the money. The way Sen-
ator BYRD has structured it, it is en-
tirely up to him. Why would he not
want to have that insurance in his
pocket so if we had another attack we
would not have to immediately be
clamoring for another session of Con-
gress? Let’s do the right thing and fol-
low the leadership of Senator BYRD
today.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. STEVENS. Has the Senator from

California completed her statement?
Mrs. BOXER. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. CONRAD. I will take 3 minutes

off our side’s time.
Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the time

just be given to the Senator from
North Dakota rather than invade Sen-
ator BYRD’s time. We are happy to
yield 5 minutes to the Senator without
any limitation on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank my colleague
from Alaska for his graciousness with
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respect to the time. Once again, he has
demonstrated why he is one of the
most respected Members of this body.
He is truly a gentleman.

Madam President, the question be-
fore us is whether or not the additional
funds to strengthen homeland defense
and to rebuild what has been destroyed
in New York should be approved. The
basic question is whether or not it goes
over what is provided for in the budget.
There is no question it is over and
above what is in the budget. That is be-
cause America was subjected to a
sneak attack on September 11.

Terrorists attacked this country and
that has required a response. It has ne-
cessitated increases in spending for na-
tional defense. It requires us to build
up our defenses against bioterrorism. It
requires us to strengthen the security
at our airports, at our harbors, at our
nuclear facilities. All of that costs
money.

Of course, it was not in the original
budget agreement. These are funds
over and above what was anticipated
because no one could have anticipated
in April a terrorist sneak attack
against the United States. I am chair-
man of the Budget Committee. I have
argued all throughout the budget proc-
ess, all throughout the tax process, for
us to respect the integrity of the trust
funds of the United States. They are in
danger. They were in jeopardy before
the attack on September 11. Our first
priority has to be the defense of this
Nation. I think each and every Member
of this Chamber understands that is
the first obligation of each and every
Member of this body and of the other
body.

The basic argument on the Repub-
lican side is we should wait: We prob-
ably are going to have to have these
additional expenditures, but we should
wait until next year. Their argument is
this adds to the deficit.

I think we should look at what else is
being proposed, what else is being con-
sidered in this Chamber to evaluate the
merits of their argument. The fact is,
the Republican stimulus plan that is
also being considered simultaneously
with the legislation before us now adds
$146 billion more to deficits than the
Democratic stimulus plan. The Demo-
cratic plan in 2002, with all that has
happened—the attacks on this country,
the additional spending, the economic
downturn—will have a $32 billion def-
icit in 2002. The Republican plan will
generate a deficit in this fiscal year of
$47 billion. In fact, we could accommo-
date the entire additional spending to
protect this Nation and to rebuild New
York and not have more of a deficit
than the Republican plan for fiscal
year 2002.

For 2003, the Democratic plan has a
deficit of $3 billion. The Republican
plan has a deficit of $66 billion. That is
22 times as much of a deficit for the
year 2003 than it is in the Democratic
plan.

For 2004, the Democratic plan
emerges from deficit with a $45 billion
projected surplus, while the Republican
plan is still in deficit by $23 billion.

Over the first 3 years of this budget
plan, the Republican overall budget
blueprint will create $136 billion of ad-
ditional deficits, of additional debt.
The Democratic plan will actually
have $10 billion of surplus. So there is
a total difference between the two
plans—the Republican stimulus plan
over the Democratic stimulus plan—of
$146 billion of budget deficits and of ad-
ditional debt.

What Democrats are saying is we
ought to accommodate the $15 billion
that Senator BYRD has identified that
is critical to strengthening our home-
land defense and to keeping the prom-
ise to rebuild New York. We can do
that. We can do that and still have $130
billion less of a deficit than the Repub-
lican budget plan.

To the extent this is an argument
over deficits, there is no argument be-
cause the Democratic plan has far less
in deficits—more than $130 billion
less—than the Republican plan.

We ought to thank and commend the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Senator BYRD, and the Defense
Appropriations Committee chairman,
Senator INOUYE, for coming forward
with a plan that is responsible to de-
fend America and to keep the promise
to rebuild New York.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 30 minutes remaining.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.
Madam President, let us pause for a

moment, back away, and determine if
we might be able to see the forest and
later see the trees.

Remember, Senators, that in this
package I have offered, and which was
adopted in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, I sought to do three things:

No. 1, to give the President every
penny he asked for for defense. He re-
quested $21 billion. And there is not a
penny cut away.

We have added $7.5 billion for New
York, et al, and $7.5 billion for home-
land defense.

We have a package that gives to the
President $21 billion for defense. It pro-
vides that New York City and other
areas that were attacked on September
11 would get the $20 billion that the
President promised and to which we
committed ourselves. On top of that,
there is $7.5 billion for homeland de-
fense.

I didn’t go to New York. I didn’t go
up there and promise that. But I saw,
and I heard, with my heart and mind
responding. We believe we ought to
stand by our promises to New York,
New Jersey, et al.

Some have argued that approval of
$15 billion for homeland defense and for
New York disaster relief will result in
pumping up spending for years to
come. That is not my intent. In fact, I
have included a provision in this bill
directing OMB and the Congressional
Budget Office to exclude the $15 billion
from baseline calculations of future
spending. This $15 billion supplemental
is intended to respond to the urgent
needs and vulnerabilities that have
been created by the terrorist attacks of
September 11 and the anthrax attacks.
It is not a permanent increase in
spending. It should not be a permanent
increase in spending.

Having laid that to rest, let me read
just a few excerpts from news stories.
Let us talk about the homeland de-
fense. Defense of the homeland is im-
portant and in the final analysis even
more so than defense overseas.

The opposition that has raised this
point of order is saying we can wait for
defense of the homeland, we have to
take care of our men and women over-
sees.

I am for doing everything within our
power to defend the men and women
whom we send overseas. As a matter of
fact, I was the Senator who stepped
forth several years ago during the war
in Vietnam when my own party and my
own majority leader at that time were
opposed to attacking the Vietcong en-
claves in Cambodia. I took the position
that we had men in Cambodia and we
ought to attack those enclaves. I took
the position that we had a duty to do
whatever was necessary and that the
President of the United States, Mr.
Nixon, had a duty to do whatever was
necessary to protect the men and the
women he sends overseas into battle—
whatever is necessary. He had a right
to do that. He had a duty to do it. My
own party on that occasion took issue
with that idea. They were opposed to
bombing the enclaves in Cambodia,
which were attacking our military men
in South Vietnam.

So don’t look at me and pretend I am
a Senator who is battling for political
reasons. I was not then. I am not now.
This amendment is to protect the peo-
ple here at home—relatives of those
men and women who are overseas, chil-
dren of those men and women who are
overseas, mothers and fathers and sis-
ters and brothers of those men and
women who are overseas.

Ask the men and women overseas:
How would you vote today? Would you
vote for homeland security? Would you
vote to advance the cause, to give
homeland security a jump-start, to
protect your people back home in the
USA? And the people back home are
not only the relatives of those men and
women who are in Afghanistan; there
are also military men and women here
in this country, still. And they, too,
might be subject to injury, to disease,
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to death as a result of terrorist acts
over here. How blind can we be?

So there is a division line here say-
ing: Oh, we must do everything pos-
sible for our men and women over-
seas—and we are doing that; we are not
cutting one penny out of defense
abroad—but as to homeland defense,
the Administration says let’s wait,
let’s wait until we analyze and wait
until we get further reports and wait
until our department heads can come
forward with proposals. Wait, they say.

Here is a story in The New York
Times today in which [Mr.] Ridge
Promises Security Funds ‘‘For States
in Next Budget.’’ When will that be? I
will read just a bit:

A day after the nation’s governors asked
Congress for an immediate $3 billion to fight
terrorism, Tom Ridge, director of homeland
security, promised that President Bush’s
budget proposal next year would include
‘‘substantial down payments’’ to the states
for security.

Mr. Ridge spoke as questions of how much
domestic security should cost after Sept. 11
have proliferated on Capitol Hill and as
states, facing recession and budget short-
falls, are grappling with how to pay for new
responsibilities to help guard borders,
bridges, dams and nuclear power plants. . . .

On Wednesday, the National Governors As-
sociation released a preliminary survey of
domestic security costs, estimating that
they would run the states $4 billion in the
first year.

So here we are: The States of the Na-
tion are grappling with serious prob-
lems involving their own budgets. They
have budget shortfalls. They are crying
out for help. And yet here we have the
Director of Homeland Security saying:
Wait—Wait.

We do not have time to wait. We do
not have that luxury. A vote against
my waiver of the point of order sends
the message that it is more important
to win a political battle than it is to
win the war against terrorism.

Why will they not vote for this pack-
age? This package, as it was written
originally, had an emergency designa-
tion which would say to the President:
Here is the money. You do not have to
spend it. You can spend it or not spend
it, depending upon the circumstances
at the time.

Well, the Senate has already stricken
from that package the emergency des-
ignation. Now we are at the stage
where we are going to vote to waive
the point of order. Those who vote
against the waiver send the message
that it is more important to win a po-
litical battle than it is to win the war
against terrorism. That is what a vote
against the waiver means.

The President has said he will veto
this bill if it has more money than he
requested. Is the Senate going to be
blind to the fact—and I have had Sen-
ators say to me: Well, why do we press
ahead when the President has said he
will veto? The answer is: If we back
away every time a President threatens
a veto, then the Chief Executive of this
Nation will reign supreme. He will be-
come an emperor. No matter what his
political party, he will become an em-
peror, he will be king.

What would the Framers think of
that? How would the Framers look
upon this Senate that cringes when a
President says he will veto? I think
they would be dumbfounded to see that
the time has come when the legislative
branch will flinch, will cringe when a
President issues a veto threat. Cer-
tainly the majority of the people in
this broad land of ours feel that the
time is at hand when we need to jump-
start homeland defense so that aid will
immediately flow to the people at the
local level: The policemen, the firemen,
the paramedics, the people in the hos-
pitals, the people in the labs, the peo-
ple in the emergency rooms in the hos-
pitals.

This is the time. If something hap-
pens tomorrow, tonight, next week, or
the week after, the people at the local
level need to know that their para-
medics, their firemen, their policemen
are going to have monetary assistance.
The Governors will know that. The
mayors will know that. Will our pleas
fall upon deaf ears? Unfortunately, pol-
itics reigns supreme in this Capitol.
Once again, the people will lose.

An entire Defense bill, representing
months of work by Senator STEVENS,
Senator INOUYE, and others, is going to
fall. Why? Because of political petu-
lance. Ah, the Chief Executive, our peo-
ple here say, must win. He has said he
will veto. What is one man’s judgment
against the judgment of the majority
of the people? It is obvious that the
terrorists can strike. We know that.
Anthrax taught us that.

I think this is an extremely unwise
course to take in time of war. This is a
war. Oh, Administration leaders say,
we should not challenge the President.
I say that this is not a challenge to
anybody, except to the consciences of
all of us who are sent here by the peo-
ple of the United States. Will we let po-
litical blinders get in the way of what
we know is right.

We all know it is right to provide
protections to the people against the
sinister, deadly attacks on our own
shores. And we have seen them already.
The people are crying out for help. Our
military needs to know that games are
not being played with defense. Can we
not lift our eyes from Budget Act
points of order long enough to do what
our country needs us to do. Apparently
not. So, keep your political blinders
on. All that matters is winning for the
President. Winning! That is all that
matters.

I wish that, just once, the thick fog
of cynicism—and it is so thick that you
can cut it with a knife—could be lifted
from this town. I wish, just once, we
could listen to our hearts—pay no at-
tention to politics, just listen to our
hearts and clear our minds of fog and
political partisanship. Let our hearts
and clear, rational minds, not the hot-
heads—not the hotheads of political
gamesmanship—guide our actions. In
this game of political cloak and dag-
ger, the only ones being stabbed in the
back are the American people.

Now, each of us is going to have to
stand before the American people and
answer questions. If this point of order
prevails, we break our promise to the
people to protect them. We break the
promise to the people of New York City
to help them with this tragedy. We
continue the decades of partisan polit-
ical squabbling that so often occupy us
in this self-consumed, cynical, myopic
town.

When I came to the legislative
branch, we had two major political par-
ties. In the year that I came here to
the legislative branch, the Republicans
were in control. Joe Martin of Massa-
chusetts, Republican, was the Speaker
of the House of Representatives. John
Tabor of New York was the Republican
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee in the House. Yes, those men
were politicians, but first of all they
were patriots.

And how about those men at Valley
Forge? How about those men who
wrote the Constitution, how would
they feel? How would those Framers
feel? What would they think if they
could hear the arguments, the pitiful,
weak arguments that are being ad-
vanced against this package? How
would they feel if they could read in
the press of our day what is being said
by those who oppose this package?
Wouldn’t they say: Let’s work to-
gether? Wouldn’t they say: We, the
Framers, wrote ‘‘we the people, in
order to form a more perfect union.’’
How would the Framers feel about
that? We are not forming a more per-
fect union here in this Senate. No, we
are using a point of order that requires
60 votes to overcome. We are going to
vote the party line and turn our backs
and give the back of our hands to the
American people.

We can’t be proud of ourselves. Oh,
we win the political battle: oh, yes, we
will uphold the hands of our President
when he carries out his veto threat.

Mr. President, I want to help the
President. I want to help him keep his
promises to New York. I want to help
him keep his promises to the people of
this country regarding homeland de-
fense. We all know he made such prom-
ises. So it will be a political victory for
the Administration. But where does
that leave us? Where does that leave
the people of the nation? They are
going to have to wait. A supplemental
will not be coming along for a while,
and it won’t be adopted for a while. I
don’t know how long. But we are going
to say to the people: You wait.

Oh, yes, on fast track the President
got on the White House phones, I am
told, and called Members of the other
body and said: Please, support your ad-
ministration; we need fast track.

But, Mr. President, on Homeland de-
fense, the Administration says, wait,
wait, wait.

It seems to me to be a rather arro-
gant attitude on the part of the admin-
istration. They say: Wait, we will tell
you, the Congress, how much we need.
We will let you know when we have
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done these analyses and after the de-
partments have all gotten together and
we have all come to a decision as to
what we need, then we will tell you
how much we need.

That is an arrogant attitude, Mr.
President, in my opinion. What we are
saying is, we want to help you, but we
think the danger is there. We think we
ought to act now. We ought not wait.
That is what we are saying.

I hope all Senators will hear me.
Hear me, Senators. Listen to what I am
going to say. Under the Budget Act,
legislation cutting taxes or increasing
mandatory spending is supposed to be
paid for because of the tax cut bill
signed this summer. We are currently
facing a 4-percent cut in Medicare
spending in January. Hear me, Sen-
ators! I wish my voice could ring across
the land, that the people could hear
me, if they could have time to contact
their Senators. Let me say it again:
Because of the tax cut bill signed this
summer, we are currently facing a 4-
percent cut in Medicare spending in
January.

A 4-percent cut in Medicare would re-
sult in $8.5 billion in cuts for hospitals,
physicians, home health agencies,
skilled nursing facilities, and managed
care plans. This isn’t going to be easy.
This is not going to be easy. You can
wrap the robes of political partisanship
around yourselves, but you won’t keep
out the chilly winds that are going to
blow right in your face.

A 4-percent cut in Medicare would re-
sult in $8.5 billion in cuts for hospitals,
physicians, home health agencies,
skilled nursing facilities, and managed
care plans.

Such cuts may force health care pro-
viders to cut staff, threaten to cut the
quality of care to our elderly who re-
ceive health care through Medicare, or
force them to discontinue to see Medi-
care patients.

My proposal includes a provision to
block—get this now, my proposal that
is in this bill which is about to be
brought down—my proposal includes a
provision to block these Medicare cuts.
So it is not going to be easy to explain
to those people out there who are your
constituents that it is more important
to cast a political vote here than it is
to cast a vote for the people back
home.

Wait until those Medicare cuts face
you, the Senators who will vote
against this waiver. You will be hiding
behind a sixty-vote point of order. I am
not denying any Senator’s right to
make points of order. This is a 60-vote
point of order. So we can hide behind
that. Or can we? Think about it. There
will be a few people, in this country at
least, you will meet on the campaign
trail who will have heard what you are
about to do.

Any Member who votes against the
motion to waive this 60-vote point of
order is voting to allow the massive
$8.5 billion cut in Medicare to go into
effect in January. Explain that one to
your constituents. Explain that one to

your conscience. I don’t propose to be
anybody’s keeper of conscience, but it
would certainly be on mine if I voted
that way.

There is no person of any party to
whom I would give precedence for
party reasons or preference in any way,
over the obvious needs of the American
people to be protected from terrorist
attacks, and the needs of the people to
be able to have their hospitals, their
physicians, their home health agencies,
their skilled nursing facilities and
managed care plans not be jeopardized
by this point of order.

Madam President, how much time do
I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I again
thank my friend. And we hear that
term used so loosely in this body and
on Capitol Hill, ‘‘my friend.’’ He is my
friend, this man. I admire him. There is
something behind the political facade
of this man. He is a man. He is a man,
and here is a man in DANNY INOUYE. I
thank him as we soon will come to a
close, I assume. I may need some more
time. The distinguished Senator from
Alaska yesterday gave me as much
time as I asked for, and I will be re-
questing that time again.

I believe the Senator from Massachu-
setts wanted me to yield to him at this
point. How much time does the Senator
wish?

Mr. KENNEDY. Five minutes, I say
to the Senator.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I only
have something near 2 minutes left.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield the Senator 15
minutes of our time.

Mr. BYRD. The distinguished Sen-
ator yields me 15 minutes, and I thank
him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
today is Pearl Harbor Day. Just a short
time ago, we had an enormously mov-
ing moment in the Senate. We do not
have many emotional moments in this
institution; certainly few as important
and emotional as we had earlier today
when our good friend, the Senator from
Alaska, paid tribute to our beloved
friend, genuine patriot, and hero, Sen-
ator INOUYE, for his service in World
War II.

Americans are thinking about today
December 7, a day when America was
caught unprepared in World War II. We
came together as a nation, and we were
victorious, with a great deal of courage
and a great deal of bravery, but also a
great deal of suffering, certainly, at
Pearl Harbor.

We are also mindful of what hap-
pened on September 11 when we saw
the failure of our intelligence system
and the failure of our security systems
at our airports—two massive failures.
We saw Americans suffer loss of life,
and families who have lost loved ones
are feeling it more now than ever at

the holiday season. I am sure everyone
in this body has talked in their States
with those families who have lost loved
ones. This all because we were unpre-
pared to deal with the terrorist at-
tacks: during World War II on Decem-
ber 7 and again this year on September
11.

The amendment that is offered by
the Senator from West Virginia says:
Enough is enough. We are facing a new
world, a new time. This Defense appro-
priations bill says we will give all the
support our service men and women
need who are fighting overseas in Af-
ghanistan and across the world pre-
serving peace and preserving our lib-
erties. We are prepared to do that.

But we have been exposed in recent
times to another kind of threat and
danger. That threat and danger, even
though it cost the lives of only 5 Amer-
icans, has touched those families. But
more importantly, it has put a sense of
concern and perhaps even anxiety in
the hearts and souls of all Americans
in every part of the Nation. It is the
threat of the unknown, and that is the
dangers of bioterrorism. This is a real
problem in a real time.

The amendment of the Senator from
West Virginia is in response to that
challenge. It is the first opportunity to
do something. His proposal is a modest
program compared to what the experts
have recommended. It is a proposal
that ought to be supported now.

Yesterday we heard from former Gov-
ernor Ridge saying next year the ad-
ministration is going to propose hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, perhaps
even billions of dollars, for homeland
security to help the Public Health
Service, to build the laboratories, sup-
port the personnel, support the hos-
pitals, develop the communications
systems, do what is necessary in early
detection, containment, and treatment
of bioterrorism. Why are we waiting for
next year when the danger is here
today—Friday—when we will have a
chance to vote on this measure?

The sad fact is that every day we
delay is another day’s head start for
the terrorists. While we debate, they
plan. While we defer, they prepare.
Even now the terrorists may be pre-
paring fresh batches of anthrax for
wider and more deadly attacks.

We cannot wait until next year to
fulfill our constitutional duty to pro-
tect the American people from this
threat. Every day we delay means that
States cannot buy the equipment nec-
essary to upgrade their laboratories;
they cannot buy the computers and fax
machines to communicate the informa-
tion crucial to identifying and con-
taining an attack; they cannot hire the
personnel they need to do the work. It
means another day in which hospitals
cannot purchase the reserve stocks of
antibiotics; cannot add emergency
room capacity; and cannot improve
their ability to treat infected patients.

This is the issue. The Byrd amend-
ment responds to this in a responsible
way, in a way that is consistent with
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all those who know the nature of this
threat. We know there is a potential
danger of Ebola. We have no possible
cure for Ebola. Why are we waiting to
get our best scientists and researchers
into the laboratories to work on this
issue?

That is what the amendment of the
Senator from West Virginia is all
about. It is responsible, it is respon-
sive, it is thoughtful, and it is an es-
sential step forward in protecting
American families across this country.
This amendment deserves the support
of all the Members.

I thank the Senator from West Vir-
ginia for his leadership in this area, as
in so many other areas.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I
thank the distinguished Senator. How
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes thirty seconds.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. The junior Senator from
Louisiana wishes to have some time, I
understand. How much time does she
desire?

Ms. LANDRIEU. I would like 3 min-
utes.

Mr. BYRD. I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished Senator.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator.
Madam President, I have come to the

Chamber to support the Senator from
West Virginia and to associate myself
with the remarks that he has made and
the Senator from Massachusetts has
made. This is a very critical time and
a very critical consideration.

I was given a most magnificent book
yesterday—it is appropriate that I
would have this book in the Senate
Chamber today—which says, as the
Senator from Alaska and the Senator
from Hawaii beautifully called to our
attention this morning, December 7,
that 60 years ago our Nation became
one.

On September 11, our Nation became
one again. I wish the camera could pick
up the opening of this Time Life book
that is on the stands today as we
speak: A firefighter from New York and
Mayor Giuliani, one of the great lead-
ers of this tragedy. The book details in
some of the most graphic, horrific pic-
tures of the Twin Towers that no
longer exist, the devastation of that
day, New York, the great symbol of
economic freedom and justice in the
world.

The television cameras cannot grasp
the significance of the devastation, but
in these still pictures in this book, one
can see the slight wing of the plane as
it comes to hit the World Trade Tower,

and then again the next picture of this
plane coming from this direction,
planned this way, 20 minutes later, so
the world could catch the terrorists de-
stroy the symbols of power and might
of capitalism in the world because they
do not like it, because it lifts millions
of people out of poverty and gives hope
where there is despair. They do not
like what it stands for so they de-
stroyed it.

Look at these flames. There is the
body of one man burned beyond rec-
ognition. He chose to jump rather than
be burned alive. There is another man
crawling out of the window desperately
hoping to reach the bottom from the
83rd floor which, of course, was not
going to happen.

I do not know how quickly we for-
get—all of Manhattan up in smoke; one
of the greatest cities not just in Amer-
ica but in the world in smoke, in
flames. We think this is not going to
happen again? It very well can.

In addition, not only is this an at-
tack and a threat against our well-
being, but it is an attack against our
economy. Senator BYRD brings to us a
responsible proposal to not only help
make us more secure at home but cre-
ate jobs in the spending and invest-
ments of these funds.

Today in the newspaper, anthrax was
found again in the Fed’s mail, anthrax
found in the Federal Reserve Board of
the Washington, DC, headquarters.
This is what the Senator’s amendment
is trying to fund. I know there are dis-
agreements about some of the details.

In conclusion, I hope we do not forget
Pearl Harbor, I hope we do not forget
September 11, and I hope we come to-
gether to find some kind of way to say,
yes, it is important to fund the war in
Afghanistan. But it is as important to
contribute to the security of our build-
ings, our energy, our health care sys-
tem at home.

I commend the Senator from West
Virginia for his great work and am
proud to support his efforts in the Sen-
ate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORZINE). Who yields time?

The Senator from Alaska.
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, when

the terrible terrorist attacks occurred
on September 11, the Congress imme-
diately started to work on meeting the
needs of the people affected directly.
On September 18, the President had
signed the bill we passed providing the
authority to spend $40 billion. That $40
billion was to deal with providing Fed-
eral, State, and local preparedness for
mitigating and responding to attacks;
providing support to counter, inves-
tigate, or prosecute domestic or inter-
national terrorism; providing increased
transportation security; repairing pub-
lic facilities and transportation sys-
tems damaged by the attacks; and sup-
porting national security.

It provided that those funds could be
transferred to any Federal Government
activity to meet the purposes of the
act: $10 billion available to the Presi-

dent immediately, another $10 billion
available to the President 15 days after
the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has submitted to the
House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations a proposed allocation and
plan for use of the funds for that de-
partment or agency, and $20 billion
may be obligated only when enacted in
a subsequent emergency appropriations
bill.

That is this bill that is before us now.
The House has passed it and the
amendment that is the subject of the
point of order is before the Senate. It is
for the $20 billion, but it is also for an
additional $15 billion beyond that.

I call attention to the Senate the
fact the act that was signed by the
President has these clauses in it:

That not less than one-half of the $40 bil-
lion shall be for disaster recovery activities
and assistance related to the terrorist acts
in New York, Virginia, and Pennsylvania on
September 11.

That is from the whole $40 billion.
Provided further, that the Director of the

Office of Management and Budget shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on
Appropriations on the use of these funds, be-
ginning not later than January 2, 2002.

That is when the first quarterly re-
port is available. And here is the key
phrase:

Provided further, that the President shall
submit to the Congress as soon as prac-
ticable detailed requests to meet any further
funding requirements for the purposes speci-
fied in this act.

Let me read that again:
Provided further, that the President shall

submit to the Congress as soon as prac-
ticable detailed requests to meet any further
funding requirements for the purposes speci-
fied in this act.

I take no joy in being part of the
process to bring down the substitute
that has been offered by the Senator
from West Virginia. As a matter of
fact, as I said before, I spent hours
working on some of the details in this
bill. I do not think it is politically mo-
tivated at all. It is a sincere desire to
make funds available, but in many
ways those funds are beyond the basic
act and that is why they were des-
ignated an emergency $15 billion be-
yond the act, but they are for further
funding requirements for the purposes
specified in the act.

The President has taken the position
he should be allowed to follow this law,
he should be allowed to present de-
tailed requests for the further funding
requirements to meet the changed con-
ditions of the country, in effect, fol-
lowing the September 11 terrorist at-
tacks.

I originally started in the same posi-
tion the Senator from West Virginia is
in now. As the chairman of the com-
mittee, he had the duty to think
through these things. I started out in
the same position he had, but the fur-
ther I thought about it and dealt with
the President’s request, the more I re-
alized it was rationally based and it
was what the Congress intended when
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we passed the original law that pro-
vided the $40 billion.

We said the President shall submit.
It was a law that demanded the Presi-
dent submit to the Congress as soon as
practicable detailed requests to meet
any further requirements for purposes
specified in this act.

By bringing down this substitute,
what we do is allow the President to
proceed under the law we have already
enacted. He will present to us further
requests to meet the needs of the Na-
tion as detailed by him sometime after
the first of the year and after that first
report that is going to be filed on Janu-
ary 2 of next year to tell us how this
money he had control over, the first $20
billion, was spent.

We do not know that yet. We have es-
timates on how it might be spent, but
we do not know how it has been spent.
We will know in quarterly reports
starting January 2, and the law pre-
sumes we are going to get another re-
port every quarter on how that money
was spent. That is good management.

While I regret supporting the posi-
tion taken by the Senator from Texas
as he has made the point of order
against the substitute of the Senator
from West Virginia, I think we will be
back reviewing the President’s detailed
request early next year, and I expect
that many of the requests the Senator
from West Virginia has made will be
honored by the Congress and by the
President at that time.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how

much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska has 14 minutes. The
Senator from West Virginia has 5 min-
utes 15 seconds.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield the remainder
of our time to the Senator from West
Virginia. The yeas and nays will be or-
dered at the expiration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays were ordered on the motion.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Alaska. How much time
do I have now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator now has 19 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as we
come to the conclusion of this debate,
I draw to the Members’ attention what
those on the front lines of this battle
have been saying about the need to
dramatically increase our bioterrorism
preparedness. It is important. They are
the ones who have to deal with this
challenge if we have a bioterrorist at-
tack. They are the ones whose lives
will be at risk. They are the ones who
will detect and identify the threat.
They are the ones who have to deal
with it.

From the Association of the Public
Health Laboratory: ‘‘Through the
events of the past few months we have
learned just how critical our public

health laboratories are to the public
health system and to the nation’s well-
being,’’ said the president, Mary Gil-
christ, the president of the Public
Health Laboratory. ‘‘While State and
local lab have been effective so far,
they are stretched. To respond ade-
quately to future threats we must up-
date our labs, staffing and technology
and security.’’

The Byrd proposal would add the re-
sources necessary to make us effective
in dealing with this crisis.

From the National Association of
County and City Health Officials—they
are the first ones to detect this chal-
lenge: ‘‘[the association] believes that
every community deserves the protec-
tion of a fully prepared public health
system.’’

That is one of the great assets of the
Byrd proposal. It will cover the whole
country, not just some areas. The Byrd
proposal provides the ‘‘resources need-
ed to build the local public health in-
frastructure that the country lacks.’’
We urge the ‘‘Congress to recognize the
great urgency and magnitude of this
task’’ and support the Byrd proposal.

This is the Council of State and Ter-
ritorial Epidemiologists: ‘‘A number of
the State organizations, including the
Association of Territorial Health Offi-
cials, and the National Governors Asso-
ciation, have written to the President
requesting’’ the funds that are included
in the Byrd amendment.

Members could say those organiza-
tions want it because they have a par-
ticular interest. The fact is, they have
the responsibility. They know what is
needed.

We have statements from the Amer-
ican Medical Association supporting
the need for increased bioterrorism
preparedness:

We strongly support [this initiative] that
would improve the public health, the hos-
pital communications, the laboratory, emer-
gency respond preparedness focusing at the
State and local levels.

American Academy of Family Physi-
cians, the family physicians who will
deal with this crisis:

By bolstering the role [in this instance] of
CDC, in improving both the Federal and lab-
oratory capacity and surveillance systems,
the legislation provides the tools for early
warning and quick response. And by enhanc-
ing the nation’s stockpile of vaccines and by
supporting the FDA’s food inspection sys-
tems, the legislation builds a strong bioter-
rorism prevention.

Finally, the Association of American
Universities:

As you well know, this research [involving
hazardous pathogens and toxic agents] is a
crucial component of an effort to protect the
public from terrorism and disease, through
the development of vaccines, diagnostics,
and cures.

This amendment moves us down the
road. These are all the front line orga-
nizations. They are the ones that know
what the need is. Each and every one of
them rise in total and complete and
wholehearted support for increasing
the nation’s ability to respond to bio-
terrorism.

I thank Senator BYRD for yielding.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, to the

credit of the administration and the
Congress, a scant 3 days after the as-
sault on New York, a $40 billion emer-
gency supplemental spending package
was approved. My colleague, Mr. STE-
VENS, has called attention to that. At
that time we could not fathom the an-
thrax-laced letters that were to disrupt
the U.S. mail, cause the Hart Senate
Office Building to close, taint letters
up and down the east coast, and cause
death and illness to postal workers and
several other citizens who simply were
unfortunate enough to open their mail.

At that point we did not know the ex-
tent of bin Laden’s terror network in
the United States and in 59 other coun-
tries. In the early days after the trag-
edy, we did not fully understand what
the impacts would be on our Federal
law enforcement entity. We were only
just beginning to come to grips with
the holes in our border security, the in-
adequacies of our customs inspection
procedure, the potential for misuse of
our largely unprotected nuclear facili-
ties, food supplies, water supplies, and
networks of communications and
transportation. We had not fully come
to grips with our deficit of small pox
vaccines or the stretched-thin capacity
of the CDC and local public health fa-
cilities and hospitals. We had no idea of
the loss of life and financial devasta-
tion that had actually occurred in New
York. We knew there was a deep hole
in Lower Manhattan; that deep hole is
still there today.

It was early at that time and we
acted quickly, as we should have and
did, but we did not have the full pic-
ture. Since that time we have learned
much. We have learned that there are
hundreds of vulnerabilities here at
home. We have learned that bin Laden
has thousands of faces in terrorist cells
throughout the world and here at
home. At a time when we are engaged
in a war in Afghanistan, at a time
when we are hunting bin Laden and his
ilk worldwide, at a time when the ad-
ministration has warned that any na-
tion that harbors or funds terrorists
might be subject to a military response
from the United States, at a time when
tensions in the Middle East are at
powderkeg levels, I do not believe that
a cut in the proposal for Homeland de-
fense is wise or prudent.

We are in uncharted waters in
stormy seas with a potential hurricane
of violence just across the horizon. We
know not what may be required of the
brave men and women who wear the
uniform of this great Nation abroad
nor on how many fronts, including the
homefront, simultaneously.

We may need every dollar of defense
and more before it is over, but defense
is defense, whether it is defense in Af-
ghanistan or defense in New York or
California or Alabama or Georgia or
West Virginia. Airwars are effective, up
to a point. They are also expensive. We
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must not shortchange our national de-
fense—at home or aboard.

Throughout our short history, Amer-
icans have always been able to pull out
of such nosedives through a rallying of
our spirit, the American spirit. Posi-
tive leadership—positive leadership by
our Government, positive leadership
that is not blinded by political party
interests—is needed. American deter-
mination has taken on challenge after
challenge and turned history our way,
time after time, because we all came
together.

Consider the Herculean task of build-
ing the Panama Canal; President Ken-
nedy’s call to put a man on the Moon,
the Presidents’ call to end the long
twilight struggle of the Cold War; the
phenomenal progress against cancer
and other dread diseases. Americans
are at their best when we actively take
on a problem and marshal our energies,
unblinded by political partisanship to-
ward a goal.

But what is missing this time is bi-
partisanship in Washington. We talk a
lot about it; we don’t practice it. The
people are united. As usual, they know
what is important. But we do not seem
to be able to pull together in this town,
even in this time when the people of
the United States are united. We are
facing such a challenge now. Our peo-
ple have responded bravely. We are ag-
gressively pursuing terrorists and a
government that sanctions terrorists
in Afghanistan. But there is a need to
do more here at home. The Nation
needs to actively engage in a coordi-
nated campaign to protect our people
from the scourge of terrorist attacks
on all possible homefronts.

We have been sent a horrifying mes-
sage from the skies above New York
and Washington, DC. In the evil con-
tent of tainted mail, we have seen this
horrifying message. Up and down the
east coast of this Nation, we have seen
it.

To call these unbelievable acts a
wake-up call is an understatement in
the extreme. We have been roused from
our sleep by a tornado of violence. We
dare not risk an anemic response. To
be tepid now is to be foolish. To be
timid now is to tempt fate. The first
responsibility of any government is to
ensure the safety of the people. And
tangential to that responsibility is to
assure their peace of mind.

We cannot now afford the luxury of
complacency. We dare not slip into a
sense of false confidence. Every pos-
sible effort must be brought to bear to
thwart this new and different kind of
enemy, and we have not yet done
enough.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 8 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I want to say what I

am about to say without giving an ap-
pearance that I am saying it with ran-
cor or that I am attempting to lecture
my colleagues. I am often charged in

the press with ‘‘lecturing’’ my col-
leagues.

I think of that great man in Roman
history whose name was Helvidius
Priscus. He was a Roman Senator.

The Emperor at that time was the
Emperor Vespasian. He and Helvidius
Priscus, the Senator, were very much
at odds over a given issue, and the
Roman Senate was about to decide this
issue. The Emperor saw Helvidius
Priscus as Priscus was about to enter
the Senate. The Emperor stopped
Helvidius Priscus and said: Don’t go in
to the Senate today.

Helvidius Priscus—ah, there was a
man of courage. There was a man who
saw his duty first, a man who saw his
duty to the people, his duty under the
Roman Constitution. And he saw
through the cynical fog and kept his
eyes on his duty. And he said: O Em-
peror, you have the power to make a
Senator and to unmake a Senator. But
as long as I am a Senator—and you ap-
pointed me—it is my duty to go into
the Senate.

Vespasian said: All right, but don’t
answer any questions.

Helvidius said: If I am not asked any
questions, I will keep quiet. But if I am
asked a question, I must answer it.

Vespasian said: Then, if you answer
it, you will die.

Helvidius Priscus responded: O Em-
peror, it is in your power to do what
you will. It is my duty to say and do
where my conscience leads me. If I am
asked a question, I will answer it.

The question was asked. Helvidius
Priscus answered the question—not in
accordance with the Emperor’s will.
Helvidius did his duty. Vespasian kept
his promise that he would execute
Helvidius. And Helvidius Priscus died
because he stood with his own con-
science where duty lay, rather than
with an emperor’s demand with which
he strongly disagreed.

I say that today so that the record
for all time will be reminded of a
Roman Senator who did his duty as his
own conscience directed him, rather
than obey a ruler’s command—even
though the ruler had appointed him to
the high office of Senator.

Thank God we in this country of ours
are not appointed as Senators by any
President. When I was majority leader
of the Senate and the President of the
United States was Jimmy Carter, I
said: I am the President’s friend, but I
am not the President’s man. I am the
Senate’s man.

I don’t hold myself to be a great par-
agon of anything. But I do believe in a
Senator’s constitutional oath. I am not
appointed by any President, whether it
is Mr. Carter, whether it is Mr. Clin-
ton. I will be courteous, I will try to be
fair with any President, but no Presi-
dent will tell me, as a Senator, how to
vote.

Now, that ought to be the attitude of
every Senator. I have seen other Sen-
ators here, on both sides of the aisle,
who have stood by that duty. But I
have seen a change in this body. Where

are our heroes? Where are our Senators
of today, Mr. President? Having been a
Member of this Senate, now, 43 years,
about to enter my 44th year in the Sen-
ate, my 50th year in the Congress, and
in my own 85th year, I must say that it
troubles me, more than anything else,
to look about me and see men and
women who are elected by the people of
their respective States, to come here
and to represent the people, who would
bow the knee before any President of
any party.

We have no king in this country. To
those who say, ‘‘Well, he has threat-
ened a veto, why should we push on?’’
that is as much as to say that any time
a President says he will veto a meas-
ure, we as Senators should not press
forward with what we believe is right,
we should not do what we think is
right, instead, we must listen to that
threat of veto and do what the Presi-
dent tells us to do. That makes an em-
peror of a man who is not an emperor.

How much time do I have?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty

seconds.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have

great respect for every Senator. I have
tremendous respect for Mr. GRAMM, the
Senator from Texas who made the
point of order. I have the highest re-
spect for TED STEVENS on that side of
the aisle. I have said that many times.

I don’t indulge any rancor at all in
my heart, nor should any Senator to-
ward any other Senator. But I must
say that I am troubled greatly when we
have come to the point in this Republic
of ours when men and women who are
elected and who swear an oath to sup-
port and defend the Constitution while
standing at that desk with their hand
on the Holy Bible, let their political
partisanship cloud their vision. The
President didn’t elect me. I don’t say
that out of disrespect for him. He
didn’t elect me. The people of West
Virginia elected me. They elected me
to use my best judgment on great na-
tional issues. They did not elect me to
say whatever the President wants me
to say, or to allow any President to tell
me how to vote.

It hurts me in my heart to think that
men and women fail to see where their
duty lies under the Constitution.

I beg all Senators’ forgiveness, but
after being here 49 years this year, I
cannot help but say that that troubles
me.
When you get what you want in your strug-

gle for pelf,
And the world makes you King for a day,
Then go to the mirror and look at yourself,
And see what that guy has to say.

For it isn’t your Father, or Mother, or Wife,
Who judgement upon you must pass.
The fellow whose verdict counts most in

your life
Is the guy staring back from the glass.

He’s the fellow to please, never mind all the
rest,

For he’s with you clear up to the end,
And you’ve passed your most dangerous,

most difficult test
If the man in the glass is your friend.

You may be like Jack Horner, and ‘‘chisel’’
a plum,
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And think you’re a wonderful guy,
But the man in the glass says you’re only a

bum
If you can’t look him straight in the eye.

You can fool the whole world down the path-
way of years,

And get pats on the back as you pass,
But your final reward will be heartaches and

tears
If you’ve cheated the man in the glass.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say
through you to the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from West Virginia that I
can remember the first press con-
ference we did on homeland security. I
stood proudly by you on that day, and
we have worked on this. He has worked
on it 110 percent more than I. But I
want the Senator to know that I am
going to go home tonight, tomorrow,
or whenever we finish this legislation,
and I will be able to look in that glass
because I know I did the right thing by
standing next to the Senator from
West Virginia on this legislation.

It is the right thing to do. It is the
important thing to do. I have been
around a few years. I have seen it whit-
tled away, and they are going to try to
take this from you. The reason I feel so
badly about it is I don’t think the
country is going to be as safe for my
family and the people of the State of
Nevada if this amendment is taken
down. It is a good piece of legislation.

I wish to publicly express my appre-
ciation to my friend from West Vir-
ginia for allowing me to stand by him
on this legislation.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

having expired, the question occurs on
the motion to waive section 302(f) of
the Congressional Budget Act. The
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 50,
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 357 Leg.]

YEAS—50

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Cleland
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton

Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Miller
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—50

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Cochran
Collins

Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley

Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McCain

McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions

Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens

Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 50, the nays are 50.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The substitute exceeds the allocation
of the subcommittee in violation of
subsection 302(f) of the Budget Act. The
point of order is sustained. The amend-
ment falls.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, would the
President repeat for the benefit of all
of us, those of us who couldn’t very
well hear what was being said, would
the Chair repeat what he just said.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sub-
stitute exceeds the allocation to the
subcommittee in violation of section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act.
The point of order is sustained. The
amendment falls.

The Senator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate

has spoken on the point of order. I ask
the leadership—and I will yield to the
Senator from Nevada without losing
my right to the floor—if we could have
a period of time during which Senators
may speak, perhaps as in morning busi-
ness—misstating the true purpose of
morning business, but that is under-
stood by all—so that I could meet off
the floor with my own leadership,
hopefully for a brief time, after which
I would hope that I could meet with my
own leadership, Senators DASCHLE and
REID, together with my chairman of
the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee and with the ranking mem-
ber of the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee, in other words, Mr. INOUYE,
and Mr. STEVENS, and that in the
meantime, Senators can continue
speaking or whatever the leadership
would like to be doing. I would say
that we would need probably an hour
and a half, maybe a little longer, to
consider the matter as it faces us now.
I wonder if the leadership wishes to re-
spond to that.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
West Virginia, I wonder if it would be
appropriate that we proceed now, if the
Senator will agree, to a period for
morning business for 1 hour, and then
we will come back and revisit the situ-
ation.

Mr. MCCAIN. I object. I reserve the
right to object. We have been on this
bill now for a long period of time.
There are a lot of us who want to talk
about the bill, a lot of us who have a
lot of amendments. It is time to move
forward with the process.

I object to going into morning busi-
ness. I am glad to have discussion of
the legislation. I intend to speak on it
at some length, and I intend to propose
an amendment or amendments and
begin their consideration. Those of us
who strongly object to this legislation

and the porkbarrel spending—it is the
most egregious I have ever seen—
should very soon have the right to
begin amending to restore some kind of
sanity and fiscal discipline to this
process. So I object to going into morn-
ing business.

I will seek recognition both for ad-
dressing this legislation and for amend-
ments. I hope there are other col-
leagues of mine on both sides of the
aisle who share this concern.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, who has the
floor, the Senator from Nevada or the
Senator from West Virginia?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WYDEN). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia has reserved his right to the
floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to
no man when it comes to putting the
defense of this Nation ahead of all
other things. I have no problem with
the Senate proceeding—I expected it to
at some point—with the Defense bill. I
expected Senators to have an oppor-
tunity to offer their amendments. But
I also think at the moment, this mat-
ter that we have thought so much
about, worked hard to develop some ap-
proach; namely, homeland defense—we
are at a point where we think this is
the matter that is most important be-
fore the Senate.

I did not hold up this Defense appro-
priations bill to this point. The House
did that, but I have the right—I can
hold the floor also. I want to reach a
sensible, commonsense conclusion to
this, and I am willing to sit down with
our counterparts and do so. I make no
threats. The Senator is not impressed
by threats. Neither am I. I am not
wanting to hold up the bill ad infi-
nitum, but it only came to us a few
days ago. Our committee has responded
magnificently.

The Senator can say what he wishes
and do what he wishes, but there are
others in here who are just as firm in
our patriotism for this country as is
the Senator from Arizona. If he wants
to talk about pork, we will talk about
pork at an appropriate time. I hear
that theme song over and over and
over, and I see items in the newspapers
that are not accurate when they talk
about pork. They are not accurate
today, but this is no time to go into
that. There is something more impor-
tant.

If the Senator wants to object, he can
object. If he thinks that will gain time,
let him see.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded for the
purpose of talking about Pearl Harbor
Day.

Mr. REID. Objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. The clerk will continue
with the call of the roll.
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The assistant legislative clerk con-

tinued the call of the roll.
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that for the next 60
minutes no amendments be in order to
the bill; that Senator CLELAND now be
recognized to speak for up to 5 min-
utes, followed by Senator MCCAIN for 45
minutes, followed by Senator
WELLSTONE for 10 minutes, and at the
end of that time the majority leader or
his designee be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask for 5 minutes at the end of that to
make this a 65-minute request.

Mr. INOUYE. I am happy to add the
additional 5 minutes for Mrs.
HUTCHISON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Georgia is recog-

nized.
Mr. CLELAND. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. CLELAND per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1785
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am
sorry to say that whether or not we re-
solve our differences over spending
that exceeds limits set by the Budget
Act, the Department of Defense appro-
priations bill will still fail to meet its
most important obligation. In provi-
sions too numerous to mention, this
bill time and time again chooses to
fund porkbarrel projects with little, if
any, relationship to national defense at
a time of scarce resources, budget defi-
cits, and underfunded urgent defense
priorities.

America is at war, a war that has
united Americans behind a common
goal of defeating international ter-
rorism. Our service men and women are
once again separated from their fami-
lies, risking their lives, working ex-
traordinarily long hours under the
most difficult conditions, to accom-
plish the ambitious but necessary
tasks their country has set for them.

The weapons we have given them, for
all their impressive effects, are in
many cases neither in quantity nor
quality the best our Government can
provide.

For instance, stockpiles of the preci-
sion guided munitions that we have re-
lied on so heavily to bring air power to
bear so effectively on difficult, often
moving targets, with the least collat-
eral damage possible, are dangerously
depleted after only nine weeks of war
in Afghanistan. This is just one area of
critical importance to our success in
this war that underscores just how
carefully we should be allocating

scarce resources to our national de-
fense.

Yet despite the realities of war and
the responsibilities they impose on
Congress as much as the President, the
Senate Appropriations Committee has
not seen fit to change in any degree its
usual blatant use of defense dollars for
projects that may or may not serve
some worthy purpose, but that cer-
tainly impair our national defense by
depriving legitimate defense needs of
adequate funding.

Even in the middle of a war, a war of
monumental consequences and with no
end in sight, the Appropriations Com-
mittee, still is intent on using the De-
partment of Defense as an agency for
dispensing corporate welfare. It is a
terrible shame and derogation of duty
that in a time of maximum emergency,
the Senate would persist in spending
money requested and authorized only
for our Armed Forces to satisfy the
needs or the desires of interests that
are unrelated to defense and even, in
truth, uninterested in the needs of our
military.

In this bill, we find a sweet deal for
the Boeing Company that I’m sure is
the envy of corporate lobbyists from
one end of K Street to the other. At-
tached is a legislative provision to the
fiscal year 2002 Department of Defense
appropriations bill that would require
the Air Force to lease one hundred 767
aircraft for use as tankers for $20 mil-
lion apiece each year for the next 10
years.

The cost to taxpayers? More than $2
billion per year, with a total price tag
of $30 billion over 10 years. This leasing
plan is five times more expensive to
the taxpayer than an outright pur-
chase, and it represents more than 20
percent of the Air Force’s annual cost
of its top 60 priorities. But the most
amazing fact is that this program is
not actually among the Air Force’s top
60 priorities nor do new tankers appear
in the 6-year defense procurement plan
for the Service!

That’s right, when the Air Force told
Congress in clear terms what its top
priorities were tankers and medical lift
capability aircraft weren’t included as
critical programs. In fact, within its
top 30 programs, the Air Force has
asked for several essential items that
would directly support our current war
effort: wartime munitions, jet fighter
engine replacement parts, combat sup-
port vehicles, bomber and fighter up-
grades and self protection equipment,
and combat search and rescue heli-
copters for downed pilots.

This leasing program also will re-
quire $1.2 billion in military construc-
tion funding to build new hangars,
since existing hangars are too small for
the new 767 aircraft. The taxpayers
also will be on the hook for another $30
million per aircraft on the front end to
convert these aircraft from commercial
configurations to military; and at the
end of the lease, the taxpayers will
have to foot the bill for $30 million
more, to convert the aircraft back—

pushing the total cost of the Boeing
sweetheart deal to $30 billion over the
ten-year lease. That is a waste that
borders on gross negligence.

But this is just another example of
Congress’s political meddling and how
outside special interest groups have ob-
structed the military’s ability to chan-
nel resources where they are most
needed. I will repeat what I’ve said
many, many times before—the military
needs less money spent on pork and
more spent to redress the serious prob-
lems caused by a decade of declining
defense budgets.

This bill includes many more exam-
ples where congressional appropriators
show that they have no sense of pri-
ority when it comes to spending the
taxpayers’ money. The insatiable appe-
tite in Congress for wasteful spending
grows more and more as the total
amount of pork added to appropria-
tions bills this year—an amount total-
ing nearly $14 billion. And although we
are 68 days into the new fiscal year, we
still have four appropriations bills left
to complete before we adjourn.

This defense appropriations bill also
includes provisions to mandate domes-
tic source restrictions; these ‘‘Buy
America’’ provisions directly harm the
United States and our allies. ‘‘Buy
America’’ protectionist procurement
policies, enacted by Congress to pro-
tect pork barrel projects in each Mem-
ber’s State or district, hurt military
readiness, personnel funding, mod-
ernization of military equipment, and
cost the taxpayer $5.5 billion annually.
In many instances, we are driving the
military to buy higher-priced, inferior
products when we do not allow foreign
competition. ‘‘Buy America’’ restric-
tions undermine DoD ability to procure
the best systems at the least cost and
impede greater interoperability and ar-
maments cooperation with our allies.
‘‘They are not only less cost-effective,
they also constitute bad policy, par-
ticularly at a time when our allies’
support in the war on terrorism is so
important.

Secretary Rumsfeld and his prede-
cessor, Bill Cohen, oppose this protec-
tionist and costly appropriations’ pol-
icy. However, the appropriations’ staff
ignores this expert advice when pre-
paring the legislative draft of the ap-
propriations bill each year. In the de-
fense appropriations bill are several ex-
amples of ‘‘Buy America’’ pork—prohi-
bitions on procuring anchor and moor-
ing chain components for Navy war-
ships; main propulsion diesel engines
and propellers for a new class of Navy
dry-stores and ammunition supply
ships; and, other naval auxiliary equip-
ment, including pumps for all ship-
board services, propulsion system com-
ponents such as engines, reduction
gears, and propellers, shipboard cranes
and spreaders for shipboard cranes.

If it was not for the great cost to our
military and the taxpayer, drafting
‘‘Buy America’’ provisions must be a
somewhat amusing project for staff and
the Members of the Appropriations
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Committee. An example of this lan-
guage follows:

None of the funds in this Act may be avail-
able for the purchase by the Department of
Defense (and its departments and agencies)
of welded shipboard anchor and mooring
chain 4 inches in diameter and under, unless
the anchor and mooring chair are manufac-
tured in the United States from components
which are substantially manufactured in the
United States: Provided, That for the purpose
of this section manufactured will include
cutting, heat treating, quality control, test-
ing of chain and welding (including the forg-
ing and shot blasting process): Provided fur-
ther, That for the purpose of this section sub-
stantially all of the components of anchor
and mooring chain shall be considered to be
produced or manufactured in the United
States if the aggregate cost of the compo-
nents produced or manufactured in the
United States exceeds the aggregate cost of
the components produced or manufactured
outside the United States.

That has to be entertaining to some
government classes around America.

Also buried in the smoke and mirrors
of the appropriations markup is what
appears to be a small provision that
has large implications on our
warfighting ability in Afghanistan and
around the world. Without debate or
advice and counsel from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, the appro-
priators changed the policy on military
construction which would prohibit pre-
vious authority given to the President
of the United States, the Secretary of
Defense, and the Service Secretaries to
shift military construction money
within the MILCON account to more
critical military construction projects
in time of war or national emergency.
The reason for this seemingly small
change is to protect added pork in the
form of military construction projects
in key States, especially if such
projects have historically been added
by those Members who sit on the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations Sub-
committee at the expense of projects
the Commander in Chief believes are
most needed to support our military
overseas.

In the usual fashion, legislative rid-
ers that probably would not make it
through the normal legislative process
are tacked onto this must-pass appro-
priations bill. For example, a provision
was added to this bill to enact legisla-
tion to federally recognize native Ha-
waiians, similar to the status afforded
to American Indians and Alaskan Na-
tives.

I have no objection to the substance
of this legislation on its face. I do ob-
ject that not a hearing has been held—
no consideration, no debate—on an
issue that could obligate the Govern-
ment of the United States to billions
and billions of dollars in funding, but
also significant obligations as far as
land, water, and other vitally needed
national resources are concerned.

How in the world do you justify, on a
Defense Appropriations Committee
bill, a change in policy, a far-reaching
change in policy regarding our treat-
ment of native Hawaiians?

In fact, no one would even know what
we are passing into law because only

vague references are included. Only
careful observers would recognize what
these three lines in this appropriations
bill actually stand for in a 24-page bill.
Does the Appropriations Committee
have any respect for the authorizing
committees in the Senate?

This bill also clearly tramples on the
jurisdiction of the Commerce Com-
mittee by making unauthorized appro-
priations out of the airport and air-
ways trust fund, particularly for the
Airport Improvement Program. There
are hundreds of millions of dollars in
spending out of the trust fund, perhaps
as much as $715 million, that are not
explicitly authorized. Furthermore,
$306.5 million of the civil aviation
spending in this bill was not requested
by the President. Of the money that
was requested, the President did not
ask that it be taken out of the aviation
trust fund.

Finally, the trust fund is supposed to
be devoted to the infrastructure needs
of the national aviation system, but
this bill uses the trust fund essential
air service, which may be a worthy pro-
gram but is not eligible for these mon-
eys.

Earlier this week, the Senate ap-
proved the Department of Transpor-
tation appropriations bill. That bill
was an egregious overreach by the ap-
propriators. In redirecting the pro-
grammatic expenditures and directives
developed under the law by the author-
izing committee, there were more than
$4.1 billion in earmarked projects in
that bill and a statement of managers
redirecting funding that should have
gone to the States but instead was used
as a slush fund by the appropriators to
earmark their home State projects.

Here we are, only a few days later,
and we are once again facing another
appropriations bill that continues the
unacceptable overreaching by the ap-
propriators with respect to authorized
transportation programs. For example,
under division B, chapter 10, the bill
provides $100 million for Amtrak for
‘‘emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks,
for necessary expenses of capital im-
provement.’’

This funding is not authorized, nor
has it been requested by the adminis-
tration. The Senate-Commerce-Com-
mittee-reported S. 1550, the Rail Secu-
rity Act of 2001, would authorize fund-
ing for Amtrak safety and security
needs, primarily tunnel improvements
in New York, Maryland, and DC. Under
S. 1550, however, the funding would
only be released to Amtrak after Am-
trak submits a plan to the Secretary of
Transportation for addressing safety
and security that is then approved by
the Secretary. The accompanying DOD
report language states that the funding
provided for Amtrak:
. . . will be used solely to enhance the safety
and security of the aging Amtrak-owned rail
tunnels under the East and Hudson Rivers.

However, neither the bill nor the re-
port provides any Federal oversight by
the Department of Transportation of

the additional taxpayer dollars that
would be provided to Amtrak.

Additionally, the bill provides for
$110 million, $10 million of which was
requested by the administration in
‘‘miscellaneous appropriations’’ to the
Federal Highway Administration.

By the way, I want to remind my col-
leagues, this is a Defense Appropria-
tions Committee bill—to the Federal
Highway Administration. The accom-
panying report directs that $100 million
of these funds be used for construction
of ferries and ferry facilities in New
York to cover for the loss of the PATH
transit services between New York and
New Jersey that have not been re-
quested by the administration.

Not only did the administration not
request the funding, it is not even clear
if the ferry services being sought are
the right solution. The goal should be
to rebuild the PATH system, not re-
place it with a less efficient ferry serv-
ice. While ferry service may be re-
quired, it may be a relatively short-
term need and is one that can and is
being addressed with current assets.
Further, the bill provides $100 million
for Federal transit administration cap-
ital investment grants that were not
requested by the administration. The
accompanying report then earmarks
the entire amount for use by transit
authorities most impacted by the Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attack.

Under division C, the DOD appropria-
tions bill provides $12 million for ship-
building loan guarantees under title XI
of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936.
This is by far the most egregious use of
a national emergency designation as an
excuse for porkbarrel spending that I
have ever seen.

The Maritime Administration is
today preparing to make one of the
largest single default payments in the
history of the Shipbuilding Loan Guar-
antee Program, due to the bankruptcy
filing of the American Classic Voyages
Company on its loans. MARAD has
asked the Treasury for $250 million to
pay off loans which have been called
under American Classic’s guarantees.

Further, the Department of Trans-
portation Inspector General is inves-
tigating the loan guarantee program as
a result of American Classic’s default,
the default of the SEAREX program
earlier this year and problems with
several other title XI loan guarantee
projects that are having difficulties at
this time.

Specifically, the inspector general is
looking into the title XI procedures for
submitting reviewing, approving, and
monitoring title XI loan guarantees,
and whether merit procedures were
adequately effected and implemented
in order to protect the interests of the
United States. Why would we now have
an additional $12 million for new loan
guarantees when there are obviously
problems with the program, I might
add, for a program the administration
has recommended not to fund at all.

While a report accompanying the bill
recommends new funding to be used to
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cover the loans for port security infra-
structure and equipment, that is not
allowed under current law. The funding
will go into an account that is des-
ignated solely for shipbuilding loan
guarantees. I note the bill provides $11
million in appropriations to the Mari-
time Administration for general port
security improvements. While I fully
support the need for increased security
at our Nation’s seaports, and I am a co-
sponsor of legislation that would cre-
ate a new program to provide port se-
curity funding, I cannot support fund-
ing for a program in a manner that is
not allowed under the law while we are
in a period of deficit spending.

The President has repeatedly said
that he will come back to Congress in
the spring with a request for additional
funding as needed, and if legislation to
change the law with respect to port se-
curity funding is successful, the fund-
ing could be provided at that time. But
for now, providing $12 million for ship-
building loan guarantees at a time
when the program’s current and future
operations are under review would be a
serious breach of our responsibilities to
the American taxpayer.

Under division E, the so-called tech-
nical corrections division, the appro-
priators do what they do best, redirect
current laws developed by the author-
izers. Amazingly, the appropriators are
already seeking to ‘‘correct’’ the
Transportation appropriations bill ap-
proved by the Senate earlier this week,
and it hasn’t even been signed into law.

For example, under Section 109, the
appropriators take an additional $29.5
million from the State’s funding that
was to be distributed according to the
Transportation Equity Act, TEA–21,
the multiyear highway funding legisla-
tion of 1998, and to be effective through
2002, and transfer that $29.5 million to
the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project to
restore the project’s funding that will
be reduced as a result of the enactment
of the Transportation appropriations
bill. This provision would now bring
the total loss for the State allocation
to over $450 million.

The Department of Transportation
appropriations bill already has reduced
the State’s funding by $423 million, but
this bill will ensure the Wilson Bridge
Project is held harmless with respect
to the appropriators’ earlier funding
redirectives.

Section 111 also amends TEA–21 just
as it did so many times in the Trans-
portation appropriations bill and, in
this case, adds additional directives for
the benefit of Alaska. Specifically, Sec-
tion 111 would amend the list of high
priority project designations by adding
to item 1497, which states, ‘‘construct
new access route to Ship Creek access
in Anchorage’’ and words ‘‘construct
capital improvements to intermodal
marine freight and passenger facilities
and access thereto.’’

Under section 112 it would amend the
Department of Transportation appro-
priations bill which, as I just men-
tioned, hasn’t even been signed into

law. First, it would add yet another
earmark in the Transportation Com-
munity System Preservation Program,
a program the appropriators funded at
more than 10 times the authorized
level, and earmarked every cent, and
directed $300,000 for the US–61 Wood-
ville widening project in Mississippi. It
then directs $5 million of the Interstate
Maintenance Program for the City of
Trenton/Port Quendall, WA, Project.

Haven’t these States had enough ear-
marks already?

I note the bill would direct that
$3,170,000 of the funding provided for
the Research and Special Programs Ad-
ministration be used for research in
special programs, and $226,000 of funds
provided for the pipeline safety pro-
gram shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004.

Since when do we appropriate money
beyond the fiscal calendar year?

The $273 million for the Coast Guard
in the $20 billion supplemental is a
plus-up of $70 million over the $203 mil-
lion requested by the Administration.
The Administration’s request would
fund the personnel costs for reserve
personnel brought on active duty, pur-
chase small boats for port security, and
prevent several cutters and aircraft
from being decommissioned. The addi-
tional $70 million not requested by the
administration would fund $50 million
for entitlements authorized by the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA), but not provided in the Trans-
portation appropriations act and $20
million for additional domestic port se-
curity teams.

The $12 million for the Coast Guard
in the Byrd homeland defense supple-
mental would provide additional fund-
ing not requested by the Administra-
tion for the Coast Guard to provide en-
hanced port security operations and
conduct port vulnerability assess-
ments. The Department of Transpor-
tation currently has a Maritime Direct
Action Group that is studying port se-
curity requirements. The administra-
tion plans to base future port security
funding requests on this group’s rec-
ommendations.

This legislation includes language
that recommends $8.25 million for
emergency grants to assist public
broadcasters in restoring broadcasting
facilities that were destroyed in the
collapse of the World Trade Center.
This provision allows public broad-
casters to receive 100 percent of the
total amount for cost recovery of their
facilities. Other public broadcasters
seeking funding for the construction of
similar facilities will only receive 75
percent of the total amount, as set
forth in section 392(b) of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934. This provision is
inconsistent with the act and is selec-
tively unfair to those who are seeking
similar funding.

I look forward to the day when my
appearance on the Senate floor for this
purpose are no longer necessary. There
is over $2.2 billion in unrequested de-
fense programs in the defense appro-

priations bill and another $2 billion for
additional supplemental appropriations
not directly related to defense that
have been added by the chairman of the
committee. Consider what that $4.2 bil-
lion when added to the savings gained
through additional base closings and
more cost-effective business practices
could be used for. The problems of our
armed forces, whether in terms of force
structure or modernization, could be
more assuredly addressed and our
warfighting ability greatly enhanced.
The public expects more of us.

But for now, unfortunately, they
must witness us, blind to our respon-
sibilities in war, going about our busi-
ness as usual.

I ask unanimous consent that a list
of Appropriations Committee earmarks
be made a part of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FY 2002 Defense Appropriations Pork (in
millions)

DIVISION A
Operation and Maintenance,

Army:
Fort Knox Distance Learning

Program ................................. 3.0
Army Conservation and Eco-

system Management .............. 5.0
Fort Richardson, Camp Denali

Water Systems ....................... 0.6
Rock Island Bridge Repairs ...... 2.75
Memorial Tunnel, Consequence

Management .......................... 19.3
FIRES Programs Data .............. 8.0
Skid Steer Loaders ................... 10.0
USARPAC Transformation

Planning ................................ 10.0
USARPAC Command, Control,

and Communications Up-
grades .................................... 3.7

Hunter UAV .............................. 5.0
Field Pack-up Systems ............. 5.0
Unutilized Plant Capacity ........ 25.0
SROTC—Air Battle Captain ..... 1.25
Joint Assessment Neurological

Examination Equipment ....... 3.0
Operation and Maintenance,

Navy:
Naval Sea Cadet Corps .............. 2.0
Shipyard Apprentice Program .. 4.0
PHNSY SRM ............................. 15.0
Warfare Tactics PMRF ............. 24.0
Hydrographic Center of Excel-

lence ...................................... 3.5
UNOLS ...................................... 3.0
Center of Excellence for Dis-

aster Management and Hu-
manitarian Assistance ........... 5.0

Biometrics Support .................. 3.0
Operation and Maintenance, Air

Force:
Pacific Server Consolidation .... 10.0
Grand Forks AFB ramp refur-

bishment ................................ 10.0
Wind Energy Fund .................... 0.5
University Partnership for

Operational Support .............. 4.0
Hickam AFB Alternate Fuel

Program ................................. 1.0
SRM Eielson Utilidors .............. 10.0
Civil Air Patrol Corporation .... 4.5
PACAF Strategic Airlift plan-

ning ........................................ 2.0
Elmendorf AFB transportation

infrastructure railroad align-
ment ...................................... 12.0

Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense-Wide:

Civil Military programs, Inno-
vative Readiness Training ..... 10.0
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FY 2002 Defense Appropriations Pork (in

millions)—Continued

DoDEA, Math Teacher Leader-
ship ........................................ 1.0

DoDEA, Galena IDEA ............... 4.0
DoDEA, SRM ............................ 20.0
OEA, Naval Security Group Ac-

tivity, Winter Harbor ............ 4.0
OEA, Fitzsimmons Army Hos-

pital ....................................... 7.5
OEA Barrow landfill relocation 4.0
OEA, Broadneck peninsula

NIKE site ............................... 1.5
OSD, Clara Barton Center ........ 1.5
OSD, Pacific Command Re-

gional initiative .................... 7.0
OEA, Adak airfield operations .. 1.0
OSD, Intelligence fusion study 5.0

Operation and Maintenance,
Army National Guard:

Distributed Learning Project ... 30.0
ECWCS ...................................... 5.0
Camp McCain Simulator Cen-

ter, trainer upgrades .............. 4.7
Fort Harrison Communications

Infrastructure ........................ 1.2
Communications Network

Equipment ............................. 0.209
Multimedia classroom .............. 0.85
Camp McCain Training Site,

roads ...................................... 2.5
Full Time Support, 487 addi-

tional technicians .................. 13.2
Emergency Spill Response and

Preparedness Program ........... 0.79
Distance Learning .................... 30.0
SRM reallocation ...................... 25.0

Operation and Maintenance, Air
National Guard:

Extended Cold Weather Cloth-
ing System ............................. 5.0

Defense Systems Evaluation .... 2.5
Eagle Vision (Air Guard) .......... 10.0
Bangor International Airport

repairs ................................... 10.0
Aircraft Procurement, Army:

Oil debris detection and burn-
off system .............................. 5.0

ATIRCM LRIP .......................... 5.0
Procurement of Weapons and

Tracked Combat Vehicles,
Army:

BFVS MOD ............................... 14.0
Bradley Reactive Armor Tiles .. 24.0
Arsenal Support Program Ini-

tiative .................................... 5.0
Other Procurement, Army:

Automated Data Processing
Equipment ............................. 14.0

Camouflage: ULCANS ............... 8.0
Aluminum Mesh Tank Liner .... 7.5
AN/TTC Single Shelter Switch-

es w/Associated Support ........ 38.0
Blackjack Secure Facsimile ..... 10.0
Trunked Radio System ............. 2.0
Modular Command Post ........... 5.0
Laundry Advance Systems

(LADS) ................................... 3.0
Abrams & Bradley Interactive

Skills Trainer ........................ 9.0
SIMNET .................................... 15.0
AFIST ....................................... 9.0
Ft. Wainwright MOUT Instru-

mentation .............................. 6.5
Target Receiver Injection Mod-

ule Threat Simulator ............ 4.0
Tactical Fire Trucks ................ 5.5
IFTE ......................................... 15.0
Maintenance Automatic Identi-

fication Technology ............... 6.0
National Guard Distance

Learning Courseware ............. 8.0
JPATS (16 aircraft) ................... 44.6
Smart Truck ............................. 4.0

Aircraft Procurement, Navy:
ECP–583 ..................................... 46.0
PACT Trainer ........................... 6.0

FY 2002 Defense Appropriations Pork (in
millions)—Continued

Direct Support Squadron Read-
iness Training ........................ 5.0

Shipbuilding and Conversion,
Navy:

SSGN (AP) Program Accelera-
tion ........................................ 193.0

Other Procurement, Navy:
JEDMICS .................................. 5.0
Pacific Missile Range Equip-

ment ...................................... 6.0
IPDE Enhancement .................. 6.0
Pearl Harbor Pilot .................... 5.0
AN/BPS–15H Navigation Sys-

tem ........................................ 9.0
Tactical Communication On-

Board Training ...................... 6.5
Air Traffic Control On-Board

Trainer .................................. 4.0
WSN–7B .................................... 6.0
Naval Shore Communications .. 48.7

Missile Procurement, Air Force:
NUDET Detection System ........ 19.066

Other Procurement, Air Force:
CAP COM and ELECT ............... 10.4
Pacific AK Range Complex

Mount Fairplay ..................... 7.4
UHF/VHF Radios for Mount

Fairplay, Sustina ................... 3.5
Clear Laser Eye Protection ...... 4.0

Procurement, Defense-Wide:
Lithium Ion Battery tech-

nology .................................... 10.0
National Guard and Reserve

Equipment:
Navy Reserve Misc. Equipment 15.0
Marine Corp Misc. Equipment .. 10.0
Air Force Reserve Misc. Equip-

ment ...................................... 10.0
Army National Guard Misc.

Equipment ............................. 15.0
Air Guard C–130 ........................ 182.0

Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation, Army:

Environmental Quality Tech-
nology Dem/Val ..................... 10.36

End Item Industrial Prepared-
ness Activities ....................... 20.6

Defense Research Sciences Cold
Weather Sensor Performance 1.25

Advanced Materials Processing 4.0
FCS Composites Research ........ 5.0
AAN Multifunctional Materials 2.5
HELSTF Solid State Heat Ca-

pacity .................................... 5.0
Photonics .................................. 5.0
Army COE Acoustics ................ 5.0
Cooperative Energetics Initia-

tives ....................................... 5.0
TOW ITAS Cylindrical Battery

Replacement .......................... 3.0
Cylindrical Zinc Air Battery for

LWS ....................................... 2.1
Heat Actuated Coolers .............. 2.0
Improved High Rate Alkaline

Cells ....................................... 1.3
Low Cost Reusable Alkaline

(Manganese-Zinc) Cells .......... 0.6
Rechargeable Cylindrical Cell

System ................................... 2.0
Waste Minimization and Pollu-

tion Research ......................... 3.0
Molecular and Computational

Risk Assessment (MACERAC) 2.0
Center for Geosciences ............. 3.0
Cold Regions Military Engi-

neering ................................... 1.5
University Partnership for

Operational Support (UPOS) 4.0
Plasma Energy Pyrolysis Sys-

tem (PEPS) ............................ 3.0
DOD High Energy Laser Test

Facility .................................. 15.0
Starstreak ................................ 16.0
Center for International Reha-

bilitation ............................... 2.0

FY 2002 Defense Appropriations Pork (in
millions)—Continued

Dermal Phase Meter ................. 0.6
Minimally Invasive Surgery

Simulator .............................. 2.0
Minimally Invasive Therapy .... 10.0
Anthropod-Borne Infectious

Disease Control ...................... 3.0
VCT Lung Scan ......................... 4.5
Tissue Engineering Research .... 5.5
Monocional Anti-body based

technology (Heteropolymer
System) ................................. 3.55

Dye Targeted Laser Fusion ...... 4.0
BESCT Lung Cancer Research

Program (MDACC) ................. 5.0
Joint Diabetes Program ........... 10.0
Center for Prostate Disease Re-

search .................................... 7.5
Spine Research ......................... 2.5
Brain Biology and Machine Ini-

tiative .................................... 3.0
Medical Simulation training

initiative ............................... 0.75
TACOM Hybrid Vehicle ............ 2.0
N–STEP .................................... 2.75
IMPACT .................................... 5.0
Composite Body Parts .............. 2.0
Corrosion Prevention and Con-

trol Program .......................... 2.0
Mobile Parts Hospital ............... 8.0
Vehicle Body Armor Support

System ................................... 3.8
Casting Emission Reduction

Program ................................. 8.36
Managing Army Tech. Environ-

mental Enhancement ............ 1.0
Visual Cockpit Optimization .... 6.0
JCALS ...................................... 12.0
Electronics Commodity Pilot

Program ................................. 1.0
Battle Lab at Ft. Knox ............. 5.0
TIME ........................................ 10.0
Force Provider Microwave

Treatment ............................. 2.0
Mantech Program for Cylin-

drical Zinc Batteries ............. 2.6
Continuous Manufacturing

Process for Mental Matrix
Composites ............................ 3.0

Modular Extendable Rigid Wall
Shelter ................................... 3.0

Combat Vehicle and Auto-
motive technology ................. 20.0

Auto research center ................ 3.0
Research, Development, Test, and

Evaluation, Navy:
Southeast Atlantic Coastal Ob-

serving System (SEA–COOS) 8.0
Marine Mammal Low Fre-

quency Sound Research ......... 1.0
Maritime Fire Training/Barbers

Point ...................................... 3.0
3–D Printing Metalworking

Project ................................... 3.0
Nanoscale Science and Tech-

nology Program ..................... 3.0
Nanoscale devices ..................... 1.0
Advanced waterjet-21 project ... 4.0
Modular advanced composite

hull ........................................ 3.0
DDG–51 Composite twisted rud-

der .......................................... 4.0
High Resolution Digital mam-

mography ............................... 3.0
Military Dental Research ......... 4.0
Sonarman Easrcom Technology 0.5
Energy and Environmental

Training ................................. 3.0
Precision Strike Navigator ...... 2.5
Vector Thrusted Ducted Pro-

peller ..................................... 4.0
Ship Service Fuel Cell Tech-

nology Verification & Train-
ing Program ........................... 4.0

Aluminum Mesh Tank Liner .... 3.0
AEGIS Operational Readiness

Training System (ORTS) ....... 4.0
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FY 2002 Defense Appropriations Pork (in

millions)—Continued

Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation, Defense-Wide:

Bug to Drug Identification and
CM ......................................... 3.0

American Indian higher edu-
cation consortium ................. 3.5

Business/Tech manuals R&D .... 4.5
AGILE Port Demonstrations .... 10.0
Arrow Missile Defense Program 141.7

Defense Health Program:
Hawaii Federal healthcare net-

work ....................................... 18.0
Pacific island health care refer-

ral program ............................ 5.0
Alaska Federal healthcare Net-

work ....................................... 2.5
Brown Tree Snakes ................... 1.0
Tri-Service Nursing Research

Program ................................. 6.0
Graduate School of Nursing ..... 2.3
Health Study at the Iowa Army

Ammunition Plant ................ 1.0
Coastal Cancer Control ............. 5.0

Drug Interdiction and Counter-
Drug Activities, Defense:

Mississippi National Guard
Counter Drug Program .......... 2.6

West Virginia Air National
Guard Counter Drug Program 3.5

Regional Counter Drug Train-
ing Academy, Meridian, MS .. 2.0

Earmarks:
Maritime Technology

(MARITECH) ......................... 5.0
Metals Affordability Initiative 5.0
Magnetic Bearing cooling

turbin ..................................... 5.0
Roadway Simulator .................. 13.5
Aviator’s night vision imaging

system ................................... 2.5
HGU–56/P Aircrew Integrated

System ................................... 5.0
Fort Des Moines Memorial

Park and Education Center ... 5.0
National D-Day Museum .......... 5.0
Dwight D. Eisenhower Memo-

rial Commission ..................... 3.0
Clear Radar Upgrade, Clear

AFS, Alaska .......................... 8.0
Padgett Thomas Barracks,

Charleston, SC ....................... 15.0
Broadway Armory, Chicago ...... 3.0
Advance Identification, Friend-

or-Foe .................................... 35.0
Transportation Multi-Platform

Gateway Integration for
AWACS .................................. 20.0

Emergency Traffic Manage-
ment ...................................... 20.7

Washington-Metro Area Transit
Authority ............................... 39.1

Ft. Knox MOUT site upgrades .. 3.5
Civil Military Programs, Inno-

vative readiness training ....... 10.0
ASE INFRARED CM ATIRCM

LRIP ...................................... 10.0
Tooling and Test Equipment .... 35.0
Integrated Family of Test

Equipment (IFTE) ................. 15.0
T–AKE class ship (Buy Amer-

ica)
Welded shipboard and anchor

chain (Buy America)
Dwight D. Eisenhower Memo-

rial
Gwitchyaa Zhee Corporation

lands
Air Force’s lease of Boeing 767s
Enactment of S. 746
2002 Winter Olympics in Salt

Lake City, Utah
Total Pork in Division A (FY 2002

Defense Approps) = $2.144 Bil-
lion ...........................................

DIVISION B
Commerce related earmarks:

DoT Office of Intelligence and
Security ................................. 1.5

FY 2002 Defense Appropriations Pork (in
millions)—Continued

Airports and Airways Trust
Fund, payment to air carriers 57.0

Coast Guard, operating and ex-
penses ($203 m was requested) 273.35

DoT Office of the Inspector
General .................................. 2.0

National Transportation and
Safety Board .......................... 0.836

FAA Operations ........................ 300.0
FAA Facilities and Equipment 108.5
FAA Research, Engineering,

and Development ................... 12.0
Federal Highway Administra-

tion misc approps ($10 m was
requested) .............................. 110.0

Capital Grants to the National
Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion ........................................ 100.0

Federal Transit Administration
Capital Investment Grants .... 100.0

Restoration of Broadcasting
Facilities ............................... 8.25

DIVISION C
National Institute of Standards

and Technology ........................ 30.0
Federal Trade Commission .......... 20.0
Maritime Administration ............ 11.0
Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title

XI) Program .............................. 12.0
Coast Guard, operating expenses 12.0
FAA research, engineering, and

development ............................. 38.0
FAA Grants-in-AID for Airports .. 200.0

DIVISION E
Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project .. 29.542
Research and Special Programs

Administration ......................... 3.170
Pipeline Safety Program ............. 22.786
Provisions relating to Alaska in

the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century ..................

US–61 Woodville widening project
in Mississippi ............................ 0.3

Interstate Maintenance Program
for the city of Trenton/Port
Quendall, WA ............................ 5.0

Total Earmarks in Divisions B, C,
and E = $1.457 Billion

Total = $3.6 Billion
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, a lot of

these I don’t understand. A lot of them
no one understands, and yet the money
is disbursed.

I am a little bit embarrassed to note
there are two additional unrequested
porkbarrel projects at Camp McCain in
Mississippi: Camp McCain Simulator
Center, trainer upgrades; and the Camp
McCain Training Site, roads.

I also am happy to see Camp McCain
functioning with efficiency in defend-
ing our Nation. But I am curious why
they couldn’t have requested this fund-
ing.

Several at least warrant inquiry:
Rock Island Bridge Repairs; Memo-

rial Tunnel, Consequence Management;
Pacific Server Consolidation, $10 mil-
lion; Wind Energy Fund; $500,000, El-
mendorf Air Force Base transportation
infrastructure; Clara Barton Center,
$1.5 million; Multimedia Classroom,
$850,000; Distance Learning, $30 million;
Bangor International Airport repairs—
I don’t believe Bangor International
Airport is a military base—that is $10
million; oil debris detection and burn-
off system, $5 million; Aluminum Mesh
Tank Liner, $7.1 million.

All of these may be worthwhile
projects. The Department of Defense

did not find them worthwhile enough
to request them.

National Guard Distance Learning
Courseware, $8 million; Smart Truck—
that has always been one of my favor-
ites—$4 million.

The old brown tree snake is in here;
Spine Research, $20.5 million; Heat Ac-
tuator Coolers, $2 million; Starstreak
whatever that is—$16 million; 3–D
Printing Metalworking Project, $3 mil-
lion.

None of these that I mention was re-
quested nor given any consideration in
the authorizing process.

Auto Research Center, $3 million;
Bug to Bug Identification and CM—Bug
to Bug—that is only $3 million; Hawaii
Federal health care network, $18 mil-
lion; Brown Tree Snakes, $1 million;
Coastal Cancer Control, $5 million; Pa-
cific Island Health Care Referral Pro-
gram, $5 million.

There are many, and for some of
them we still haven’t been able to fig-
ure out exactly what they mean.

One of them is the Gwitchyaa Zhee
Corporation lands; leasing of the Boe-
ing 767s. Enactment of S. 746 means
more money for the 2002 Winter Olym-
pics in Salt Lake City, UT.

Then there are huge amounts of
money for Commerce, and others, in-
cluding, as I mentioned, $29 million for
the Woodrow Wilson project; $22 mil-
lion for the Pipeline Safety Program;
U.S. 61 Woodville widening project;
Interstate Maintenance Program for
the City of Trenton-Port Quendall, WA.

It is quite remarkable.
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield for a question?
Mr. MCCAIN. I am glad to yield for a

question.
Mr. GRAMM. I want to be sure I have

it straight about this Boeing aircraft
thing. Am I to understand that there is
a provision in the bill that would have
us lease 100 Boeing aircraft, paying $11
billion per year for the lease, and the
Air Force did not ask for these air-
craft? Is that right?

Mr. MCCAIN. The Senator is right;
only he may have left out another as-
pect of it. We have to spend an addi-
tional $1.2 billion in military construc-
tion to build new hangars for these air-
craft because existing hangars for our
existing fleet, which does need upgrad-
ing—and they have requested repair
and upgrading of our existing fleet—is
also an additional cost.

I would like to mention to my friend
from Texas that once the 10 years is
over, Boeing gets the aircraft back.

Mr. GRAMM. I know the Senator is a
very senior member of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. Is there any evidence
anywhere that the Air Force said it
wanted these planes?

Mr. MCCAIN. I have looked at the Air
Force’s 6-year program top priorities
and their top 60 priorities. These are
not in their top 60 priorities, nor in the
6-year defense procurement plan for
the Air Force.

I would like to remind my friend that
not long ago a major decision was
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made in a competition between Lock-
heed Martin and Boeing for the pro-
curement of a new fighter aircraft.
Lockheed Martin won that competi-
tion.

Also, as the Senator from Texas
knows, there have been many cancella-
tions for orders from Boeing for new
airliners because of the economy.

If it is the judgment of the Senator
from Texas and the majority of this
body and the administration that Boe-
ing Aircraft —which, by the way, has
facilities in 40 States throughout
America—needs to be bailed out, then I
say OK. Maybe we could write them a
check for $10 billion. Maybe it is a mat-
ter of national security. But to do it
this way and take 20 percent of the en-
tire budget for new projects from the
Air Force is remarkable.

I know the Senator doesn’t agree
with me, but this is living, breathing
testimony for the need for campaign fi-
nance reform.

Mr. GRAMM. Let me pose another
question, if I may. The Air Force
doesn’t want these planes. We are
going to spend $10 billion plus another
$1 billion to build hangars, and then we
are going to give the planes back. Does
the $10 billion sound to you like an in-
flated price to lease these airplanes for
10 years?

Mr. MCCAIN. Well, according to the
people we talk to, it is actually about
$10 billion more. I want to point out
there is a provision in this bill that
does not allow competition. In other
words, if Airbus wanted to offer to
lease their airplanes to the U.S. Air
Force, they would be prohibited from
doing so. So not only is it earmarked
for at least $20 billion, we could pur-
chase these aircraft outright for ap-
proximately one-third of the cost of
what we are going to incur through
this cockamamie leasing program.

Mr. GRAMM. And we have them for
only 10 years.

Mr. MCCAIN. Yes.
Mr. GRAMM. Where does the price

come from? Do you have any idea
where the price came from?

Mr. MCCAIN. I have no idea. But I
also point out to the Senator from
Texas, these tankers have long lives—
20, 30, 40 years—because we continu-
ously maintain them and upgrade
them. So after 10 years, Boeing would
get these airplanes back. And it is real-
ly remarkable, it costs taxpayers $2
billion a year for a total pricetag of $20
billion over 10 years.

Mr. GRAMM. Let me ask a question.
Maybe there is a shortage of tanker ca-
pacity now with the war in Afghani-
stan. Can we get these planes imme-
diately? Do you know how long it is be-
fore the first one would be delivered?

Mr. MCCAIN. It is my understanding
it would take 6 years to acquire these
100 aircraft.

Mr. GRAMM. So we don’t get any-
thing for 6 years.

Mr. MCCAIN. I am sure we could get
a few of them right away. I have to tell
the Senator from Texas, I do not think

I have ever seen anything quite like
this before. When we are talking about
$20 billion, that, even in these days, is
not chump change.

Mr. GRAMM. Well, I just want to say
to the Senator from Arizona, I am sure
it pains many people to hear the Sen-
ator from Arizona go through and list
all the things in all these appropria-
tions bills that nobody requested that
are being funded, but I think it gives
some insight into how big the level of
waste is in this process and how out of
control spending is. I thank the Sen-
ator for bringing it to light.

I would also say that about this Boe-
ing proposal I do not think I have ever
seen a proposal that makes less sense
economically—and it is a big state-
ment to say as Senator MCCAIN and I
have been here together for 22 years.
Lease something for 10 years, and pay
a higher price than you could buy it
for, with no negotiation of price—I
guess Boeing and whoever wrote this
amendment came up with a price—and
no competition.

The Air Force does not want the
plane, and we do not get a plane for 6
years under the procurement proposal.
I am not aware there has ever been a
worse proposal in the 22 years we have
served together. If so, I have never seen
it. I mean, that is a big statement.

Some people may think that is an
overstatement—and maybe we are
prone toward it—but I do not think, in
the 22 years I have been here, I have
ever seen anything to equal this Boeing
lease agreement.

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my friend from
Texas.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD the
prioritized list submitted by the Air
Force.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Priority and description Remaining
shortfall Cumulative

1 Space Lift Range Viability ............................ 53.9 53.9
2 BOS/Base Maintenance Contracts ................ 182.1 236.0
3 Wartime Reserve Munitions Replenishment .. 362.0 598.0
4 Readiness Spares .......................................... 46.5 644.5
5 Depot Maintenance ........................................ 113.7 758.2
6 Comm Readiness I ........................................ 224.2 982.4
7 Link-16/Digital Data Link .............................. 232.8 1,215.2
8 Civil Airspace Access (GANS/GATM) .............. 50.9 1,268.1
9 ICBM Batteries .............................................. 4.2 1,270.3
10 Time Critical Targeting ............................... 291.0 1,561.3
11 Real Property Maintenance 1 (1.2% PRV) .. 520.0 2,081.3
12 Military Personnel ........................................ 71.6 2,152.9
13 Peacekeeper (PK) Retirement (Pending

Congressional Approval) ............................... 12.2 2,165.1
14 Supports Future C–17 Multi-year ............... 180.9 2,346.0
15 Target Drones (Aerial Targets) .................... 6.2 2,352.2
16 Combat Support Vehicles ............................ 51.2 2,403.4
17 Comm Readiness II ..................................... 325.9 2,729.3
18 Bomber Upgrades ........................................ 730.7 3,456.0
19 Fighter Upgrades ......................................... 640.9 4,100.9
20 JPATS Disconnect ......................................... 5.8 4,106.7
21 BRAC ............................................................ 22.0 4,128.7
22 Aging Aircraft Enablers ............................... 30.0 4,158.7
23 T&E Maintenance and Repair (M&R) .......... 45.0 4,203.7
24 Real Property Maintenance II (1.6% PRV) .. 679.6 4,883.3
25 F–16 SEAD ................................................... 331.3 5,214.6
26 Contractual Commitments .......................... 123.6 5,338.2
27 Munitions Swap Out/Cargo Movement ........ 127.0 5,465.2
28 Classified ..................................................... 89.8 5,555.0
29 Comm Readiness III .................................... 130.6 5,685.6
30 Military Family Housing Investment ............ 138.0 5,823.6
31 Real Property Maintenance III (2.0% PRV) 746.0 6,569.6
32 Fighter/Bomber Self Protection ................... 45.0 6,614.6
33 ISR Upgrades ............................................... 127.0 6,741.6
34 Combat Search and Rescue ........................ 128.7 6,870.3
35 Ground Training Munitions .......................... 19.0 6,889.3
36 Antiterrorism/Force Protection II .................. 24.6 6,913.9
37 ICBM Sustainment Shortfall ........................ 56.0 7,014.8
38 Full Combat Mission Training ..................... 44.9 6,958.8

Priority and description Remaining
shortfall Cumulative

39 Weapon System Sims .................................. 44.1 7,058.9
40 AEF Combat Support ................................... 27.3 7,086.2
41 Theater Missile Defense .............................. 24.7 7,110.9
42 EAF NBC Training & Equipment ................. 56.2 7,167.1
43 Science & Technology .................................. 104.4 7,271.5
44 Space Surveillance/Control .......................... 8.1 7,279.6
45 Recruiting & Retention ................................ 27.5 7,307.1
46 Space Ops Training-Simulator .................... 85.0 7,392.1
47 C–130J ......................................................... 81.0 7,473.1
48 Missile Defense Enablers ............................ 150.0 7,623.1
49 MILSATCOM Shortfall ................................... 37.6 7,660.7
50 GPS Anti-jam User Equipment .................... 25.8 7,686.5
51 Nuclear Detonation Detection Sustainment 12.0 7,698.5
52 DoD/Intel Community Space Coop .............. 8.0 7,706.5
53 NORAD/USSPACE Warfighting Support ........ 11.5 7,718.0
54 Space Maneuver Vehicle (SMV) Ops Demo 31.0 7,749.0
55 USAFA Logistics Support ............................. 8.3 7,757.3
56 Space Warfare Center (SWC) Shortfalls ...... 16.5 7,773.8
57 Carryover ...................................................... 275.8 8,049.6
58 MILCON ........................................................ 1,029.7 9,079.3
59 AFRC ............................................................ 52.0 9,131.3

9,131.3 ....................

Mr. MCCAIN. If you look at No. 1
through No. 59 on the list of priority
items, there is no request for Boeing
767s. I agree with the Senator from
Texas, I have never seen anything
quite like it. You would think that just
the size of this leasing—the $20 billion
deal, plus the $1.5 billion for the con-
struction of the hangars, et cetera, not
to mention the cost of reengineering
the airplanes, which the taxpayers will
pay for, and the deengineering of the
airplanes—you would have thought at
least there would have been a hearing—
a hearing, some kind of a hearing in
the Armed Services Committee when
you are talking about this kind of an
amount of money. But instead, we had
to thumb through the appropriations
bill, and all of a sudden it came upon
us.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Arizona yield for a quick
comment?

Mr. MCCAIN. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. KYL. I just say to the Senator, in
the time I have served with my col-
league from Arizona, he has never
flagged in his effort to save taxpayer
money, and he looks for the kind of
pork projects that he has identified
over the years in all of the different
bills. The bill before us happens to re-
late to defense.

I am sure it does not give any pleas-
ure to my colleague from Arizona, any-
more than it does any of the rest of us,
to be talking about these things with
regard to the Defense Department
while there is a war on.

But I recall comments yesterday
from the Secretary of Defense who was
briefing us on the war effort, and in a
great fit of patriotism, one of my col-
leagues said to him: So, Mr. Secretary,
we want you to know we are all for
you. We are for the troops. What else
can we do to help you?

His immediate response was: Well, we
could start with base closures and stop
funding things that I have not asked
for and start funding things I have re-
quested. That is what you could really
do to help.

And the pretty universal reaction
among our colleagues was: Well, other
than that, what could we do to help
you?
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So my point, Mr. President, is to

compliment my colleague from Ari-
zona. He has been fighting this battle
for a long time. It does not give us any
pleasure to point these things out, but
it is critical, if we are really serious
about supporting the troops we put in
harm’s way, that we try to focus on the
priorities we need the most and not fill
the bill up with special projects for
people who have special status in the
Congress.

So I compliment my colleague for
the work he is doing. I hope later we
will have an opportunity to offer
amendments to deal with some of this.

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my friend from
Arizona, who has been steadfast.

But I would ask for the consideration
of my colleague from Texas and my
colleague from Arizona, and all others
who are concerned about this. Perhaps
it might not be a bad idea if we pro-
posed a substitute, that we sheared all
of the pork off it and proposed a sub-
stitute that was just the fundamental
requests of the administration and all
those projects that have gone through
the normal authorizing and appropria-
tions process. I think that would be a
very interesting vote.

I say to my colleagues that maybe we
ought to try that, since none of these
other things seem to be working—
maybe just the bill that contains the
requested and authorized and within
the budgetary restrictions of the budg-
et process.

Mr. GRAMM. Let me be sure I under-
stand. You are saying you have all
these programs in here that nobody
ever asked for: these planes the Air
Force does not want, paying more to
lease them than we could buy them and
what you are proposing——

Mr. MCCAIN. If I may interrupt, bil-
lions of dollars that have nothing
whatsoever to do with defense.

Mr. GRAMM. The proposal you are
talking about is to take all those out
and then ask the military, if they had
a chance to spend the money, what
would they spend it for?

Mr. MCCAIN. Absolutely.
Mr. GRAMM. Well, it seems to me

you could do that by striking all of
these add-ons and basically asking the
Defense Department to submit a list,
and then give Congress the ability to
say yes or no; and if we said yes, you
would release the money. I think that
might be an interesting way to go
about it. I commend that to my col-
league.

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my colleague
from Texas.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Several Senators addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,

what is the pending business?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas is recognized to speak
for up to 5 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, might I
ask the Senator from Texas to delay

for just a moment so we might seek a
unanimous-consent agreement?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I will, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
from Texas.

I am just wondering if we can have in
place an agreement that the Senator
from Texas would speak, and then the
Senator from Minnesota would pro-
ceed, and then I would like to have the
chance to respond to the remarks of
the Senators from Arizona and Texas
with respect to this lease agreement,
because there is another side of this
story that has not been told that I
think would be important for our col-
leagues to hear.

I ask unanimous consent, on behalf
of myself and the Senator from Wash-
ington, that I be granted 10 minutes for
myself, 10 minutes for the Senator
from Washington, and that the Senator
from Iowa—you would like how much
time? Five minutes. I ask unanimous
consent that following the Senator
from Texas and the Senator from Min-
nesota, I be recognized for 10 minutes,
the Senator from Washington be recog-
nized for 10 minutes, and the Senator
from Iowa be recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, Senator WELLSTONE
has 10 minutes under the order pre-
viously entered to speak. I would ask
that he be given that right as soon as
the Senator from Texas completes her
remarks.

Mr. CONRAD. That is part of our re-
quest.

Mr. REID. I would also say, just so
the Members here have some idea what
is going on, we are going to be in a par-
liamentary situation, as soon as this
morning business talk is completed, to
begin the offering of amendments.

There are a number of people who
have expressed a desire to offer amend-
ments. Just to get this started some-
place, the Senator from Minnesota
would be recognized to offer his amend-
ment following the statement of the
Senator from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Reserving the
right to object, I will not object, but I
would like to clarify, we have now
added 25 minutes beyond the original
unanimous consent. And my question,
before this unanimous consent goes
forward, is, Would we be encroaching
on the ability to get directly to the bill
so that we can start the amendment
process by adding this many extra min-
utes?

Mr. REID. I respond to the Senator
from Texas, the answer is yes. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has made a number
of statements to which somebody has
to respond. Whether they do it now or
at some later time, they will be re-
sponded to. I thought this would be an
appropriate time to get into this. As
soon as it is completed, we will get into
the amendment process. There are
other Senators—not too many—who
have expressed a desire to offer amend-

ments. The first would be the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I would just ask if
we could assure that if we have the ca-
pability to go directly to the bill, that
that take precedence, and then all of us
have the ability to speak in some
shortened way to assure we can get
onto the bill and start this amendment
process. It would seem that we would
have plenty of time to be able to de-
bate once we are on the bill; is that
correct?

Mr. REID. The answer is, if the Sen-
ator would allow us to have this con-
sent agreement entered, I think it
would expedite things a great deal. We
could get to the substance of the legis-
lation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consent request?

Mr. MCCAIN. Reserving the right to
object, I don’t understand the unani-
mous consent agreement.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
Arizona, the Senator from Texas will
speak for 5 minutes; the Senator from
North Dakota, 10 minutes; the Senator
from Washington, 10 minutes; the Sen-
ator from Iowa, 5 minutes. That would
be following the Senator from Min-
nesota, who already has 10 minutes.
Then he would offer his amendment
when the morning business time is
completed.

Mr. MCCAIN. Further reserving the
right to object, does the Senator then
plan on voting on that amendment?

Mr. REID. We can do that. Whatever
Senators DASCHLE and LOTT decide. We
could either vote on that or someone
else could offer an amendment and
vote in a stacked fashion. Whatever the
leadership decides.

Mr. KYL. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, might I inquire what that amend-
ment is seeking to amend?

Mr. REID. I don’t know. Do you mean
what part of the bill?

Mr. KYL. We have the House bill be-
fore us at this point.

Mr. REID. I say to the Senator from
Arizona, what we thought would expe-
dite matters also, Senators INOUYE and
STEVENS and BYRD are working on a
substitute. We have an agreement here
that we put in so people will just offer
amendments. At such time as that sub-
stitute is entered, they would apply. If
somebody objects to that, we will just
wait around until the substitute is
done. We thought we could save time
by doing that.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I would ob-
ject. It seems to me we could talk
about the amendment. It is then a
mere formality, once we know what it
is we are amending, to simply lay down
the amendments.

Mr. REID. I say to the Senator from
Arizona, we don’t need permission to
offer amendments. We can offer them.
It doesn’t take unanimous consent to
offer amendments.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I under-
stand. What I am objecting to here is
an order in which there would be a spe-
cific amendment that would be pre-
ferred to any others at the time there
is a substitute offered.
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Mr. REID. I appreciate that. Whoever

gets the floor can offer an amendment.
If the Senator would rather play jump
ball, that is fine. The only part of the
unanimous consent agreement I delete
is the fact that Senator WELLSTONE
would be the first to offer an amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Texas is now rec-
ognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
am very pleased that we are beginning
to get down to the serious business of
passing the Defense appropriations bill.
I hope we will be able to do that, per-
haps next week. I don’t know what the
timetable will be. I don’t want to stop
the amendment process because there
are legitimate differences.

The bottom line is, the Defense ap-
propriations bill must be passed, and it
must be passed in a form that the
President can sign it.

The President has shown the leader-
ship. He has told the Senate what his
parameters are. He has made his budg-
et submission to Congress so we know
what the President’s priorities are.
And further, he has said he is going to
keep the agreement that he made with
the Democratic leaders in the House
and Senate about the upper limit of
that bill. I think it is incumbent on us
to work within that framework to pass
a bill that the President can sign.

This is a bill that will add $26 billion
more to defense spending than we
passed last year. Today we are oper-
ating on last year’s budget because the
fiscal year ran out on October 1. So we
are operating under a smaller budget in
a time of great need in our military. It
is our responsibility to pass a bill after
our legitimate differences have been
ironed out so our military will have
the added $26 billion to fight this war.
That is the bottom line.

I appreciate the differences. They are
legitimate. But it is time for us to get
onto the bill, discuss those differences,
and have a game plan for when the bill
can be finished.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
MURRAY of Washington, Senator
GRASSLEY of Iowa, and myself be per-
mitted to go in front of Senator
WELLSTONE. He himself has proposed
this, so I know it is OK.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
rise to answer some of the charges
made by the Senator from Arizona
with respect to this lease agreement
between the Air Force and Boeing to
acquire 100 Boeing 767s to replace 100 of
the aging KC–135 tanker aircraft for
the U.S. Air Force.

The Senator from Arizona and the
Senator from Texas have suggested
that this is a matter of the appropri-
ators requiring the Air Force to ac-

quire planes that are not a priority for
the U.S. Air Force. That is wrong. That
is not even close to being right.

I know something about this, not be-
cause I am an appropriator, I am not. I
know something about it because, as
chairman of the Budget Committee, we
saw in the appropriations bill a pro-
posed lease agreement that we did not
regard as a true lease. So I became in-
volved in this effort and learned a good
deal about what is being discussed.

First, the Air Force is not required
to lease planes from Boeing or anyone
else. The statement of the Senator
from Arizona that the Air Force is
being required to lease planes from
Boeing or anywhere else is simply not
true.

I direct my colleagues to the lan-
guage that is before us:

The Secretary of the Air Force may, from
funds provided in this act or any future ap-
propriations act, establish a multiyear pilot
program for leasing general purpose aircraft
for tanker purposes.

That is what this is about. This is no
requirement. This is an authorization
so that if the head of the Air Force de-
termines it is in the national interest
to do so, they can acquire planes
through the leasing process.

As I became involved in this matter,
General Jumper, who is the head of the
U.S. Air Force, called me personally on
three occasions to say how urgently
needed these planes are.

The Senator from Arizona and the
Senator from Texas have suggested the
Air Force does not want these planes.
The head of the Air Force, General
Jumper, called me on three occasions
saying these planes are desperately
needed and asked me not to stop the
acquisition through lease of these air-
craft. General Jumper made this case
to me.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I will not yield at this
point.

Mr. MCCAIN. I did not think so.
Mr. CONRAD. Let me complete my

remarks and then I will be happy to
yield to the Senator from Arizona. I
say to the Senator from Arizona, I
hope he will stay and listen because
the Senator from Arizona provided a
good deal——

Mr. MCCAIN. You do not want to an-
swer a question and have a dialog. You
will not do it.

Mr. CONRAD. I say to the Senator,
this is on my time. The Senator pro-
vided a good deal of misinformation to
our colleagues. It is unfortunate he
does not want to hear the other side of
the story.

General Jumper, who is the head of
the Air Force, said to me the Air Force
currently has 500 KC–135 tanker air-
craft. The average age is 43 years; 100
of the 500 planes are in the depot for re-
pair at any one time. Some have been
in the depot for repair as long as 600
days.

The Senator from Arizona and the
Senator from Texas said this is not a

priority for the Air Force. I do not
think they are right when the head of
the Air Force calls me and says it is an
absolute priority. They are talking
about past history. They are talking
about before the attack on this coun-
try that occurred on September 11.

General Jumper said to me: Senator,
the attack has changed everything. We
now have to fly air cover over 26 Amer-
ican cities. We are providing the air
bridge for half a world away to Afghan-
istan. These planes are being flown at
an OPTEMPO that requires us to re-
place them sooner than was antici-
pated.

This is the head of the Air Force, and
the Senator from Arizona and the Sen-
ator from Texas say it is not an Air
Force priority? They better call the
Air Force and ask them what their pri-
orities are, and they better talk about
the priorities that exist now, not the
priorities that existed before this coun-
try was attacked.

The lease agreement that was pro-
posed between the Air Force and Boe-
ing did not meet our test for lease
agreement. That is why I became in-
volved. It is the only reason I know
anything about this. As a result, I con-
vened a meeting on November 1 with
the Air Force, the head of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the top manage-
ment of the Office of Management and
Budget, Senator INOUYE, Senator STE-
VENS, and the Senators from Wash-
ington to hear from OMB and CBO on
their objections to this agreement.
CBO and OMB said they would score
this lease agreement not as a lease but
as a purchase costing $22 billion. We
then worked with the Congressional
Budget Office to structure a true lease
agreement.

The Senator from Arizona says to our
colleagues this would cost five times as
much as a direct acquisition. That is
absolute sheer nonsense. The fact is, to
acquire these planes would cost $22 bil-
lion. To lease the planes costs $20 bil-
lion. In the math that I learned in
North Dakota, $20 billion is less than
$22 billion. Where the Senator from Ar-
izona ever came up with the wild claim
that this costs five times as much as
an acquisition is beyond me because it
is absolutely not accurate.

When we come out on the floor, it
seems to me we have some obligation
to report accurately to our colleagues.
I do not hold it against anybody to
come out here and offer an amendment
on any matter, but there is some obli-
gation to be accurate in reporting to
our colleagues.

The only reason I got involved in this
is because we saw a lease agreement
that was truly not, according to the
Congressional Budget Office and Office
of Management and Budget, a lease.
That is the reason I have learned what
I have learned. But for the Senator
from Arizona to come out here and as-
sert the Air Force does not want these
planes is not true. For him to assert
that it is not a priority is not true. It
may have been the case before the war
occurred, but it is not the case now.
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The simple fact is, the head of the

Air Force himself has called me di-
rectly on three occasions to talk about
this specific issue and to ask me not to
block the acquisition of these planes,
which I was prepared to do until they
entered into what is, in fact, a lease
agreement, a lease agreement that
costs less than acquiring these planes
directly.

As I have indicated, the head of the
Air Force said to me, these planes are
urgently needed in the national secu-
rity interest of the United States of
America. That is what General Jumper
said to me on repeated occasions. I
hope when we vote on this matter, we
vote based on facts.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mrs. MURRAY. It is my under-

standing I have 10 minutes under the
time agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Kansas be
allowed 3 minutes, and the Senator
from Washington be allowed 2 minutes
following my remarks, before the Sen-
ator from Iowa, on the same topic we
are now discussing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. What does the Chair
mean without objection? The Chair did
not ask if there was any objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Washington restate the
unanimous-consent request.

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Kansas
have 3 minutes, and the Senator from
Washington 2 minutes, before the Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I hope it is after be-
cause I informed the Senator from
Kansas I wanted to be out of here by
2:30 p.m.

Mr. ROBERTS. She only had 10 min-
utes to begin with.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I am sorry. If it is
out of the 10 minutes of the Senator
from Washington, that is OK.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that following
the remarks of the Senator from Iowa,
the Senator from Kansas have 3 min-
utes, and the Senator from Washington
State have 2 minutes on the topic of
the 767s.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
first of all, let me thank the Senator
from North Dakota, the Budget Com-
mittee chair, for his strong remarks
following the comments from the Sen-
ator from Arizona on the lease provi-
sions of the 767s that are in the Defense
bill before us.

I am extremely concerned for our
country, for our military and, of
course, for my own home State. In my
home State, we have Fairchild Air
Force Base which is home to the 92nd
Air Refueling Wing. There are approxi-

mately 60 air refueling tankers that
are based at that base outside of Spo-
kane, WA.

I have been to Fairchild. I have vis-
ited personally with the families. I
know the difficult missions these crews
handle for each one of us every day,
and I have the utmost respect for what
they do.

I should also mention, in September
some of these crews and these tankers
were deployed in our military effort.
So when the Air Force tells me, and
they have told us, and tells Congress,
and they have told Congress, that re-
placing the old KC–135 tankers is crit-
ical, I know it is important and my
constituents know it is important. My
State is home to Boeing, which would
build the tanker replacements.

My friend from Arizona suggests the
Senate should reject this proposal sim-
ply because it would benefit the manu-
facturer of the planes. Well, that argu-
ment ignores the facts. These tankers
are the oldest planes in our fleet. They
cost a fortune to maintain and they are
often down for repairs. Since Sep-
tember 11, we rely on them more than
before. We are going to have to replace
these aging tankers anyway, and if we
do it now, we will save at least $5.9 bil-
lion in maintenance and upgrades on
these antiquated tankers. This is some-
thing the Air Force has been concerned
about for years.

It is clear we need to take immediate
action to upgrade our overburdened
tanker fleet, but do not take my word
for it. Listen to what the Secretary of
the Air Force, James Roche, wrote to
me: The KC–135 fleet is the backbone of
our Nation’s global reach, but with an
average age of over 41 years, coupled
with the increasing expense required to
maintain them, it is readily apparent
we must start replacing these critical
assets.

He ends: I strongly endorse beginning
to upgrade this critical warfighting ca-
pability with the new Boeing 767 tank-
er aircraft.

That is from the Air Force Secretary,
James Roche.

Will this help the people of my State?
Absolutely. Because of the layoffs at
Boeing since September 11 and the
slowdown of our economy, my State
now has the highest unemployment of
any State in this Nation. The people I
represent are hurting, and I am going
to do everything I can to help them.

This is not just about my State.
Every State involved in aircraft pro-
duction will benefit. Even the home
State of my friend from Arizona would
stand to gain if this program moves
forward. It is in our national interest
to keep our only commercial aircraft
manufacturer healthy in tough times,
to keep that capacity, and to keep that
skill set.

The Air Force has identified this as a
critical need. Our ability to project
force, to protect our shores, and to pur-
sue terrorists in Afghanistan and
around the world depends on our fight-
er aircraft and bombers being able to

stay in the air for long periods of time,
and that is only possible through in-
flight refueling.

Right now in the Afghanistan cam-
paign, we rely on air refueling tankers
known as KC–135s. In fact, since Sep-
tember 11, our use of these tankers is
up significantly. We rely on these
tankers to refuel our fighters over Af-
ghanistan. We rely on them to refuel
our B–2 and B–52 bombers on long-
range missions. We rely on them to re-
fuel the planes that view our troops in
the region. Right now, in the skies over
this Capitol Building and cities across
America, we are relying on them to re-
fuel the planes that are flying combat
air patrols for homeland security.

There are very real problems with
our existing fleet of tankers. They are
old. The KC–135s were first delivered in
1957. On average, they are 41 years old,
and we are paying for it. They have
been around longer than most of the
people who are flying them. These
tankers are too expensive to maintain.
A 41-year-old aircraft runs on parts
that are not commercially available.
Corrosion is a significant problem. In
fact, KC–135s spend 400 days in major
depot maintenance every 5 years.

This is an essential program. We will
save $5.9 billion in upgrade and mainte-
nance costs. By moving forward with
this program, we can save $5.9 billion.
These numbers come not from me but
from the U.S. Air Force.

This is a longstanding need, and it is
made even more urgent by 9–11. I want
to be clear. This is a serious need that
was identified by the U.S. Air Force
long before September 11. It is not a
new idea, but given the ongoing war
and the new challenges we face with
homeland security, it is clear we need
to speed up the procurement process
because relying on these planes is what
we are doing after September 11. We
have worked hard for these provisions.

I commend the Senator from Alaska
and the Senator from Hawaii, who are
managing this bill, who have worked
long and hard hours to come together
with an agreement on the critical re-
placement of these KC–135s with the
new tankers. I thank Senator CONRAD
and Senator DOMENICI, the chair, and
ranking member of our Budget Com-
mittee, who have worked long and hard
also. I recognize my colleague from
Washington, Senator CANTWELL, who,
too, has spent many hours sitting in
Senators’ offices explaining to them
the need both from the Air Force and
from our home State.

This is a critical program. It is the
right way to do it. We have worked out
a consensus among everyone who
moves this program forward and, most
importantly, it is for the men and
women who serve us in the Air Force.

When I go home when this session is
over, and I go to one of our Air Force
bases in my home State of Washington,
I want to be able to look in the eyes of
those young men and women we are
sending a continent away to defend and
protect all of us and say we have done
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everything we can to make sure they
are safe when they are in the air. That
is what this provision does.

When the Senator from Arizona of-
fers his amendment, I hope my col-
leagues remember the men and women
who are serving this country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

ECONOMIC STIMULUS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
rise to give a status report on the nego-
tiations of the economic stimulus. I re-
port to the Senate as the lone Repub-
lican Senate negotiator.

Yesterday’s Roll Call quotes numer-
ous Democratic Senators as saying
Senate Democrats won’t agree to any
stimulus deal unless the package has
the support of two-thirds of the Demo-
cratic caucus. I ask unanimous consent
that a copy of the article be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Roll Call December 6, 2001]
DEMOCRATS SET STIMULUS HURDLE; SENATORS

REQUIRE SUPERMAJORITY

(By Paul Kane)
Setting a high threshold for negotiating an

economic-stimulus package, Senate Demo-
crats have decided they will not accept any
deal unless roughly two-thirds of their cau-
cus agrees to support the final product.

Before agreeing to begin bipartisan, bi-
cameral negotiations on a final stimulus
plan, Majority Leader Thomas Daschle (S.D.)
told his caucus last week that Democratic
Senators in the House-Senate conference
would not agree to a stimulus deal if there
was significant opposition from within
Democratic ranks.

‘‘They’re not going to agree to anything
unless a significant majority of the caucus
agrees with it,’’ said Sen. Kent Conrad (D-
N.D.), chairman of the Budget Committee
and a Finance Committee member. ‘‘It’s got
to be a significant majority, two-thirds of
the caucus.’’

Other Democratic Senators confirmed that
the high bar for a stimulus deal was set
around a two-thirds majority, although some
said Daschle left wiggle room in case he feels
the deal is good and he doesn’t have pre-
cisely that much support.

‘‘I don’t think it’s a hard-and-fast num-
ber,’’ said Sen. John Breaux (D-La.), a senior
Finance member.

Breaux said he remained hopeful that a
deal could be reached that would gain
enough Democratic support for a final pack-
age, but added, ‘‘It’s going to be tough.’’

Asked about the threshold for reaching a
deal, Sen. Jim Jeffords (I-Vt.) said, ‘‘It’s a
high one.’’

Negotiations continued yesterday among
six key lawmakers trying to hammer out a
stimulus deal: Senate Finance Chairman
Max Baucus (D-Mont.); Sens. Jay Rocke-
feller (D-W.Va) and Chuck Grassley (R-Iowa),
ranking member on Finance; House Ways
and Means Chairman Bill Thomas (R-Calif.);
House Majority Leader Dick Armey (R-
Texas); and Rep. Charlie Rangel (D-N.Y.),
ranking member on Ways and Means.

Although some progress was reported on
those talks, Senate Republicans worried that
the Democrats were setting an impossible
bar for reaching a deal and openly ques-
tioned whether Baucus’ caucus colleagues
trust the Montana Senator, who helped
Grassley write a $1.3 trillion tax cut last
spring.

‘‘I would hope we would not put [in place]
this artificial threshold that is almost im-
possible to achieve,’’ said Sen. Olympia
Snowe (R-Maine), a key moderate on Fi-
nance. ‘‘Why do that? To set up failure? I
hope not.’’

Snowe said the narrow margin in the Sen-
ate gave neither side the right to predeter-
mine how many votes would come from their
caucus, but rather mandated that nego-
tiators shoot for a deal that cobbles together
51 votes, or 60 if needed to break a filibuster.
‘‘That is the essential marker here,’’ she
said.

An aide to Senate Minority Leader Trent
Lott (R-Miss.) indirectly suggested that
Daschle and Democrats simply don’t trust
Baucus. ‘‘Senator Lott has said this before
and he’ll say it again: He has every con-
fidence in Senator Grassley’s ability to nego-
tiate a real economic security package on
behalf of Senate Republicans,’’ said Ron
Bonjean, Lott’s spokesman.

Baucus drew the ire of many Democrats
when he and Grassley co-wrote the Senate
tax package, most of which became law. On
final passage, the bill was supported by just
12 Democrats. In the process, Baucus re-
ceived numerous tongue lashings from col-
leagues at Democratic caucus meetings, in-
cluding one exchange in which Daschle told
Baucus he did not have ‘‘the authority’’ to
negotiate a deal with Grassley.

Conrad acknowledged that requiring a cau-
cus supermajority for the stimulus deal was
‘‘unusual’’, but said the circumstances in
this negotiation—not the party’s faith in
Baucus—necessitated setting the high
threshold. Conrad recalled Senate Democrats
setting similar bars for approval of year-end
budget deals in the early 1990s, including the
1990 compromise struck with the first Bush
administration.

‘‘We’ve not had an ending to a session
quite like this one,’’ Conrad said, noting that
the Sept. 11 attacks, anthrax letters and a
worsening recession have contributed to
leaving Congress months behind in finishing
up its business. ‘‘It’s important that the cau-
cus be behind any deal. We’re not going to
sign up to anything unless a substantial ma-
jority agree.’’

Conrad noted that it was both Daschle and
Baucus who made the pledge to the caucus
that a two-thirds majority would be required
for a deal—a promise made at a caucus meet-
ing held last Thursday to discuss the stim-
ulus negotiations.

Jeffords, who caucuses with Democrats,
said the feeling was that the stimulus plan
was so crucial that everyone agreed a wide
consensus was needed, not that the Senators
needed any check on Baucus. ‘‘Max is doing
a good job. I haven’t heard anybody com-
plaining.’’

Aides to Baucus agreed that the caucus is
unified in this approach, noting that his plan
to expand unemployment and health care
benefits and reduce some business taxes had
unanimous support in the body.

‘‘We’re hopeful that the package we nego-
tiate is one that reflects the solid core prin-
ciples we’ve been talking about since the be-
ginning of this debate,’’ said Michael Siegel,
Baucus’ spokesman.

Other Democrats contended that the big-
ger problem with negotiations is trying to
forge a compromise with the House Repub-
lican plan, which is primarily titled toward
business taxes. Digging in for a fight, Senate
Democrats from both wings of the caucus
said they would rather kill the stimulus plan
than give away too large a corporate tax
break.

‘‘The better alternative may be no bill at
all,’’ said Sen. Robert Torricelli (N.J.), one of
the 12 Democrats to support the tax-cut bill
in the spring. ‘‘I would rather see that
money stay in the treasury.’’

‘‘I would rather see no stimulus than
that,’’ said Sen. Dick Durbin (Ill.), an assist-
ant floor leader to Daschle.

Durbin said it was increasingly doubtful
that a stimulus plan would pass, considering
there are just two weeks left before the
Christmas break. He noted it took a week to
lay the ground rules for the conference and
determine who would take part.

‘‘Do the math. We took a week to set the
table and say who would sit where,’’ he said.

Not a negotiator himself, Daschle has set
up a system to monitor the talks, including
Breaux, a key moderate, in postconference
meetings in his office with Baucus, Rocke-
feller and possibly Rangel.

Before substantive talks began this week,
Rockefeller signaled that he intended to
take a very hard line on the package. ‘‘I’m
not much of a compromiser,’’ he said.

But Baucus believes that moves by Thomas
this week to offer unemployment extensions
were a sign of compromises to come, Siegel
said. ‘‘It’s clear that we’re making
progress.’’

The entire Democratic caucus, however,
will be the final jury on that outcome. ‘‘It
was a commitment people wanted to hear,’’
Torricelli said of the two-thirds majority de-
cision.

Mr. GRASSLEY. As a preliminary
comment, I want everyone to know
something loud and clear. We are all
here to do the peoples’ business. My
Republican caucus is here to do the
peoples’ business. We are in an extraor-
dinary time. Our Nation is at war. Our
Commander in Chief, President Bush,
is occupied with the war effort. Our re-
sponsibilities to the people that sent us
here are always high, but, extraor-
dinarily high in this time of war. This
is not a time to play political games
with the people’s business. In my view,
we have a high duty to deliver a legis-
lative product to the President on eco-
nomic stimulus and aid to dislocated
workers. I have committed all of my
energy to get to the goal line on a
package. I believe my chairman, Sen-
ator BAUCUS, also sincerely wants a
stimulus package that the President
can sign. When you look at the record,
however, I am doubtful the Senate
Democratic leadership really wants a
package.

The President took the lead by pro-
posing economic stimulus measures
and a package of aid to dislocated
workers. Chairman Greenspan gave us
a green light on this effort about 2
months ago. The House passed a bill
that the Senate Democrats, with some
justification, viewed as partisan. The
Senate Democratic leadership then re-
sponded with its own partisan bill, shut
out all Republicans, and rammed it
through the Finance Committee on a
party-line vote. That partisan stimulus
package dead-ended here on the Senate
floor. We were stuck on in a partisan
rut for awhile.

After much negotiation, the House
and Senate leadership on both sides
agreed to an extraordinary procedure.
It is what I would call a ‘‘quasi con-
ference.’’ This agreement contemplates
a conference agreement even though
the Senate did not pass a bill on the
subject matter. This agreement was a
major concession by the House to Sen-
ator DASCHLE’s insistence that Demo-
crats have only one negotiation. Keep
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in mind Senator DASCHLE insisted on
one negotiation with a partisan prod-
uct that has not passed the Senate be-
cause it was designed to be partisan.
Republicans accommodated the Senate
Democratic leadership. After that
agreement was reached, I felt some op-
timism. It seemed that all sides real-
ized it is our job to get this legislative
product to the President. My optimism
was a bit premature.

Now, there has been a lot of specula-
tion about whether the Senate Demo-
cratic leadership really wants a stim-
ulus deal. Some say that, inspired by
Democratic interest groups and strate-
gists, the Senate Democratic leader-
ship has concluded that it is better to
have an issue. The speculation is that,
armed with polling data, the Senate
Democratic leadership has decided on a
strategy of covertly killing a stimulus
package, while maintaining a public
profile of support. If the economy
doesn’t recover, better to save the
issue to use against the President and
the other side for the fall 2002 elec-
tions. If the economy does recover,
from a political standpoint, what is
lost. Better to wait and see, the specu-
lation runs, than to give any more tax
relief at this time.

Mr. President, such a strategy, if it is
the case, is particularly disappointing
in wartime. It is a cynical strategy. If
true, it short changes American work-
ers and struggling business for an an-
ticipated political shot. It makes econ-
omy recovery and aid to dislocated
workers secondary to a partisan polit-
ical objective. I ask, is that how we
ought to be operating in wartime?
Though I have heard and read this
speculation, I had hoped that it was
not true.

So, let’s say I was a bit shocked when
I read the Roll Call article yesterday.
After reading the article, I concluded
Democratic leaders are traveling back
in time. They are regressing, not pro-
gressing. They are regressing to earlier
contentions that the stimulus package
had to be a Democratic product or
nothing at all. I thought we had moved
past that and on to negotiations to
build a bipartisan stimulus package.

Instead, it appears the Democratic
leaders don’t want any real com-
promise. First, they have engineered a
nearly impossible threshold. Second,
they are conducting what appear to be
required consultations between the
Democratic negotiators and the rest of
the Democratic caucus. If they are try-
ing to prevent a stimulus deal, this is
the way to do it.

It is important to remember the Sen-
ate is split nearly down the middle.
There are 50 Democrats, 49 Repub-
licans, and one Independent. Yet the
litmus test set up by the Democratic
leadership ignores the Senate’s make-
up. By its terms, this litmus test is de-
signed to limit any agreement to a
Democrats-only deal. Because it ig-
nores the reality of an evenly split
Senate, this litmus test guarantees
failure. If the Democratic leaders real-

ly mean what they say, that they want
a stimulus bill, I ask them to remove
the partisan litmus test.

Any litmus test ought to go to the
substance of the package.

Let’s get back to the substance.
We’re not that far apart. Let’s not hold
the stimulus package and the aid to
dislocated workers hostage to an arbi-
trary and destructive test like the two-
thirds rule. I have been flexible on Re-
publican priorities. It is time for the
Democratic leadership to show some
flexibility on Democratic priorities.
The first sign of flexibility will be to
remove a barrier, the two-thirds rule,
that guarantees failure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. ROBERTS. Let me ask first, I

thought I was granted 3 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas has 3 minutes.
Mr. ROBERTS. I actually thought it

was 4; I was not quite sure. If it is 3,
then my 3 minutes would be protected,
as I understand it. If the distinguished
Senator from Arizona would like to
precede me, I am perfectly happy.

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be recognized. I had time re-
maining on the time previously grant-
ed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I lis-
tened with interest to the comments,
and I am sure there will be future com-
ments, but these are the following
facts on the airplane. One, on the ac-
quisition of the 767, there is no formal
request for it. Two, I had a conversa-
tion with the Secretary of Defense yes-
terday. He did not know about this.
There has been no request from the ad-
ministration, a formal request. Of
course the Air Force would like it. We
are talking about numbers. We can
argue about how much it costs, but at
the end of 10 years the planes go back
to Boeing. At the end of 10 years, the
planes go back to Boeing.

How in the world can you justify
such a thing? The average age of the
tankers is 42 years. I am sure these
tankers would be eligible for at least 20
or 30 years of service.

Have some competition. Why isn’t
anyone else allowed to bid on this air-
plane? It is solely a bailout for the Boe-
ing aircraft company. It is not in Presi-
dent Bush’s defense request for the fis-
cal year. September 11 did not rear-
range the priorities so it is a top 60 pri-
orities. Of course, the Air Force will
accept a gift. I am sure they would be
glad to have it. They have other prior-
ities they stated in testimony before
the Armed Services Committee.

I cannot understand why at least
there shouldn’t be a hearing on a $20
billion acquisition, which at the end of
10 years, after the reengineering and
the $1.2 billion for a hangar, gives it all
back to the Boeing aircraft company
when we should keep tankers, and have

been keeping them, for as long as 20 or
30 years. Remarkable.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, I

appreciate the remarks of the Senator
from Washington and the Senator from
Alaska. I will address the three issues
of concern raised by the Senator from
Arizona.

First, with regard to the fact that
the Secretary of Defense, according to
the Senator from Arizona, knows abso-
lutely nothing about it, it seems to me
when the Secretary of the Air Force
and General Jumper have been paying
personal calls not only to the Senator
from North Dakota but to me, as well,
and I have a letter here from the Sec-
retary of the Air Force that says: ‘‘I
appreciate your interest in jump-start-
ing the replacement program for our
venerable KC–135 tanker fleet. These
critical aircraft,’’ and he goes into the
fact this is absolutely essential to the
expeditionary force of the United
States, especially in Kosovo and Af-
ghanistan—he says: I strongly endorse
beginning to upgrade this critical war-
fighting capability with new Boeing 767
aircraft; I very much appreciate your
support; your interest and support are
crucial; he indicates this whole effort
is absolutely crucial—I cannot imagine
that the Secretary of the Air Force,
both he and General Jumper would be
taking action and recommending this
in an open letter to Congress without
the knowledge of the Secretary of De-
fense. If that is the case, we have a real
communication problem.

I would like to say that in terms of
the cost, the estimate by the Air
Force, they save $3 billion. As to leas-
ing or buying, we don’t have money to
buy them now, but we sure have the
mission. That is like telling everybody
in America: I am sorry, you can’t lease
a car.

At the end of the 10 years, I am aware
that Boeing could take back the air-
planes, and I am aware of the fact that
then the Air Force or the Department
of Defense could actually purchase this
aircraft at a much lesser price.

Why will the Air Force say that the
cost savings will be $3 billion? Look at
maintenance. Look at the depot main-
tenance today. Fifteen percent of our
flights are tied up in depot mainte-
nance. If Boeing does this, then that is
cut to something like 30 days every 8
years. So we are saving money there.

In regard to competition with ref-
erence to Airbus and Boeing, I don’t
know where Airbus would do the main-
tenance. Boeing has a tremendous
record with over 2,000 aircraft now
serving nationwide.

If we want to preserve the expedi-
tionary capability that we must have
in this new asymmetrical war in this
new era in which we are fighting, it
seems to me this represents a cost sav-
ing. It also represents something the
Air Force wants, and it represents a
way we can really upgrade their air-
craft.

I do not know how much time I have,
but I think I made my point.
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Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, will

the Senator yield for a question?
Mr. KYL. Yes. I would be happy to

yield.
Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Kan-

sas indicated he has a letter from the
Secretary of the Air Force specifically
requesting these planes.

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, October 9, 2001.

Hon. NORMAN DICKS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. DICKS: I appreciate your interest
in jump-starting the replacement program
for our venerable KC–135 tanker fleet. These
critical aircraft, which are the backbone of
our nation’s Global Reach capability, have
an average age of over 41 years and are be-
coming more and more expensive to main-
tain. Due to the effects of age, these aircraft
are spending over 300 days on average in
depot maintenance, which affects our ability
to respond to the many global demands on
our force.

I strongly endorse beginning to upgrade
this critical warfighting capability with new
Boeing 767 aircraft. If Congress provides the
needed supporting language, we could ini-
tiate this program through an operating
lease with an option to purchase the aircraft
in the future. This leasing approach will
allow more rapid retirement and replace-
ment of the KC–135Es. However, if the Con-
gress determines this approach is not advis-
able, completing the upgrade through the
purchase of new 767 airframes beginning in
FY 02 will be in the best interest of the Air
Force. To implement this transition, we in-
tend to work with the USD(AT&L) and the
OSD Comptroller to amend the FY 03 budget
currently being vetted through the Depart-
ment.

From the warfighter’s perspective, this ini-
tiative could provide the opportunity to ex-
pand our tanker vision from air refueling
and limited airlift to include other key mis-
sion areas. We intend to consider elements of
command and control, as well as intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
(ISR) for the KC–X—in other words, a smart
tanker. This initiative will further enhance
our efforts to expedite development and
fielding of a Joint Stars Radar Technology
Improvement Program on a 767 multi-mis-
sion command and control aircraft platform
which we are hopeful the Congress will also
expedite in the FY 02 Appropriations Act.

I very much appreciate your support in the
FY 02 Appropriations Act as we work to up-
grade our overburdened tanker and ISR
fleets. Your interest and support are crucial
as we move forward with this critical recapi-
talization effort.

Sincerely,
JAMES ROCHE.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Ari-
zona asserts that we are forcing these
planes on the Air Force. Was the Sen-
ator from Kansas ever contacted by
General Jumper or the Air Force and
asked to support providing these planes
to the Air Force?

Mr. ROBERTS. That is absolutely
correct. I had that conversation with
the Air Force. As a matter of fact, the
people who really initiated this discus-
sion with me were actually members of
the Air Force.

The Senator from Arizona has asked
me to point out that this letter I am
reading from the Secretary addressed
to Congressman NORMAN DICKS did not
represent a formal request. But in the
meetings with the Air Force and in
writing to individual Members of Con-
gress, which Mr. DICKS provided the
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee in the House, I think it speaks
very clearly that the Air Force does
want this program and does want the
leasing program to start.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Kansas has ex-
pired.

The Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized.

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President,
I, too, rise with my colleague, the Sen-
ator from Washington, who has done an
outstanding job on the Appropriations
Committee to steer this issue through
the process which is both sound policy
and very important for the State of
Washington.

I also thank the chairman of the
committee, Senator INOUYE, and the
ranking member for understanding the
complexity of this problem.

What is at hand is a bipartisan effort
where the committee has recognized
the glaring Achilles’ heel in our Na-
tion’s military preparedness. They de-
veloped a creative solution. We cur-
rently have an air fleet that is older
than most of the pilots who fly them.
With 546 air tankers in the fleet, the
average age is 36 years, and the oldest
plane is over 45. These planes were ini-
tially designed to have a 25-year life-
span. They are showing extreme wear
and tear.

My colleague from Kansas entered
into the RECORD a letter that shows the
military, while being open and flexible,
thought this idea was a sound way to
provide tankers. Obviously, the
amount of wear and tear on the aging
tanker fleet is causing a lot of prob-
lems and increased maintenance costs.
Indeed, the Air Force is projecting a 42-
percent increase—over $3 billion—in
the next 30 years for maintenance in
this area.

Compounding the problem is the de-
creased availability in a time of in-
creased demand. We are also not just
facing issues overseas, as mentioned by
my colleague from Washington, but
also a new mission on the homeland
front in our Nation’s security—defend-
ing our Nation’s airspace. That re-
quires the use of these crucial tankers.
Without effective tanker force, our air
superiority is wrecked.

This is a creative solution at a time
when the need is great. I urge my col-
leagues to support this great bipartisan
and common effort.

Mr. REID. Madam President, is there
any time left in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Only the
time of the Senator from Minnesota,
and 2 minutes 54 seconds for the Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I say
again on this issue that the Air Force

has not made a formal request for this
aircraft, No. 1. I am sure they would
love to have it. It is not a bad deal.

The most important point is, the
Senator from North Dakota has some
numbers which make it less expensive
to lease than to buy. I accept the num-
bers from the Senator from North Da-
kota, although I still disagree. There is
a huge difference. You buy the air-
planes, and you have them forever.
There is no 10-year lease.

What would happen after 10 years?
We would have to renew the lease or we
would have to buy new airplanes. We
are talking about a 10-year lease at
practically the same amount of money
it would take to buy them. That to me
is absolute insanity.

The U.S. Air Force has 60 priorities
which they submit to Congress every
year. September 11 couldn’t have
changed that priority list very much,
since it will be 2004 or 2005 before the
first one of those aircraft is delivered.

This is a bailout for Boeing Air-
craft—nothing more, nothing less. And
there should at least be some competi-
tion. There should be a fair scrutiny of
this issue. There should be hearings in
the Senate Armed Services Committee
when we are talking about $20 billion
or $30 billion of the taxpayer moneys to
be spent.

That is really the reason and the
compelling argument why this system
has to be repaired, which is so broken
that at the 11th hour we put $20 billion
or $30 billion worth of the taxpayers’
money on an aircraft with a major pol-
icy decision, without a single hearing
and without a single input from the
Senate Armed Services Committee, on
which I am proud to serve.

This is the wrong thing to do. And,
clearly, we are going to spend $20 bil-
lion-plus over a 10-year period and 10
years from now have nothing to show
for it. We could buy the airplanes. The
average age for these tankers, regret-
tably, is 42 years. We could have them
for another 30 years if we bought them.

Instead, we are going to lease them
for 10 years at practically the same
price it would cost to buy them with no
competition, no hearings, no scrutiny—
no nothing but a request from the Sec-
retary of the Air Force, to NORMAN
DICKS.

I yield the remainder of my time.
Mr. REID. Madam President, on be-

half of my friend from Minnesota, I
yield his 10 minutes.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent, notwithstanding the fact that
a substitute has not been offered, that
if any amendment is agreed to prior to
the consideration of the substitute
amendment, it be in order for these
amendments to be inserted in the ap-
propriate place in the substitute
amendment upon its completion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, am I cor-
rect that would mean that Members
could offer amendments to, say, any
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portion of the Defense bill as reported
by the committee?

Mr. REID. The Senator is absolutely
right.

Mr. STEVENS. I will not object. I
wish I could find a way, though, to now
start putting some time limit on these
amendments.

Mr. REID. If we could get this en-
tered, I think the process would begin
quickly.

Mr. STEVENS. I know of no par-
liamentary way right now that we can
impose a time limit. I would like a
time limit, if we are going to finish
these amendments tonight.

Mr. REID. I will work with the Sen-
ator from Alaska to see what we can
accomplish.

Mr. MCCAIN. Reserving the right to
object, I don’t understand.

Mr. REID. I would be happy to read
the unanimous consent request. This
has been cleared on both sides. I ask
unanimous consent, notwithstanding
the fact that a substitute amendment
has not been offered, if any amendment
is agreed to prior to the consideration
of the substitute amendment, it be in
order for these amendments to be in-
serted in the appropriate place in the
substitute amendment upon its com-
pletion.

Mr. MCCAIN. If I might ask the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nevada, does
this mean amendments will be offered
at this time with votes?

Mr. REID. Yes. This is an effort,
while the staff is working on the sub-
stitute, for people who have had long-
standing desires to offer amendments;
they would be able to do so.

Mr. MCCAIN. Does the Senator from
Nevada anticipate the amendments and
bill will be voted on today?

Mr. REID. Yes.
Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right

to object, it is my understanding that
if a person wants to strike, say, a pro-
vision—say the tanker provision from
section A of the substitute—that
amendment could be offered now, de-
bated now, and voted on now. When the
substitute is filed, it would be so
amended; is that correct?

Mr. REID. To my understanding, the
Senator is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 2325

Mr. REID. Madam President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senators WELLSTONE, GREGG, DAYTON,
DURBIN, LEAHY, BIDEN, CARPER, and
REID of Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
Mr. WELLSTONE, for himself, Mr. GREGG, Mr.
DAYTON, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BIDEN,
Mr. CARPER, and Mr. REID, proposes an
amendment numbered 2325.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To treat certain National Guard

duty as military service under the Sol-
diers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940)
At the appropriate place, add the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 8135. Section 101(1) of the Soldiers’ and

Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940 (50 U.S.C.
App. 511(1)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence—
(A) by striking ‘‘and all’’ and inserting

‘‘all’’; and
(B) by inserting before the period the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, and all members of the National
Guard on duty described in the following
sentence’’; and

(2) in the second sentence, by inserting be-
fore the period the following: ‘‘, and, in the
case of a member of the National Guard,
shall include training or other duty author-
ized by section 502(f) of title 32, United
States Code, at the request of the President,
for or in support of an operation during a
war or national emergency declared by the
President or Congress’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the whip
for offering the amendment.

Let me say to colleagues, I want to
move forward. I am in your company.
We have worked hard on this amend-
ment. I think we have a lot of strong
bipartisan support. I think it is defi-
nitely, as they say, the right thing to
do. I thank all of my sponsors: my col-
league from Minnesota, Senator DAY-
TON, Senator GREGG from New Hamp-
shire, Senator DURBIN, Senator BIDEN,
Senator LEAHY, and Senator CARPER.
And I believe there will be others.

This amendment amends the Sol-
diers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act to
expand the protections of that act to
National Guard personnel who are
today protecting our Nation’s airports
and other vulnerable public facilities.
Specifically, this amendment would
provide civic relief to National Guard
personnel mobilized by State Gov-
ernors at the request of the President,
in support of Operation Noble Eagle
and potential future operations.

This amendment has the support of
the Military Coalition, which is a con-
sortium of 33 nationally prominent
uniformed services and veterans orga-
nizations, representing more than 5.5
million current and former members of
the seven uniformed services, plus
their families and survivors, as well as
the support of the Minnesota National
Guard.

The operative language here is, we
are trying to provide this civic relief
and protection for the Guard who are
called out at the request of the Presi-
dent—this is the key language of the
amendment, colleagues—for and in sup-
port of an operation during a war or
national emergency declared by the
President or the Congress.

This Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Re-
lief Act, which I think was passed in
1940, is important legislation which
helps provide help to people who have
taken on financial burdens without
knowing they would be called up to
serve in the military.

Today those people are men and
women in our National Guard. They
are called up to protect our Nation’s
airports—you see them out there—nu-
clear facilities, and a good number of
them are going to be going to the
northern border to protect us at the
border.

Men and women of the National
Guard serve the Nation and our States
as a unique organization among all
branches of the U.S. Armed Forces.
The Guard is America’s community-
based defense force located in more
than 2,700 cities and towns throughout
the Nation. Some 60 of these units are
in my home State, Senator Dayton’s
home State, Minnesota.

Let me talk about what is at issue.
When our men and women serve our
country, they may have built up finan-
cial obligations of one kind or an-
other—such as a mortgage on their
homes, debts related to buying cars,
charge account debts from buying
things with credit, you name it. What
the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civic Relief
Act does—and what this would do as
applied to our Guard—is not wipe out
any of these debts or financial obliga-
tions by people who are faced with
being called up on active duty, but it
does give them certain protections.

This is one of them. First of all, on
the consumer debt—which is now 6 per-
cent that goes to all other men and
women who are now in the service pro-
tecting our country—there is a 6-per-
cent ceiling that is charged.

Second, this is important because
these members of the Guard, they are
like us; they bought things on credit,
and they have had the jobs that al-
lowed them to pay off their debt, but
now what has happened is they are out
there at our airports or nuclear facili-
ties—soon they will be on the northern
border patrol—and they have taken
pay cuts to protect our public facili-
ties. But they do not have the same
amount of income now, and they can-
not necessarily cashflow, certainly, ex-
orbitant interest rates. This just gives
them the civic protection.

In other words, if they have been
called out to duty by the President—
and the President has called the Guard
out to duty, but he has done it through
the Governors—this just says, when the
President says: ‘‘We need the Guard, it
is a national emergency, we are at
war,’’ and the Guard is called up
through the Governors, they get the
same protection that goes to any other
Guard members or any other members
of our Armed Forces who are out there
protecting us.

Also, they will get protection from
being evicted from their homes. And
they will get protection from being
foreclosed on. They will get protection
against the cancellation of life insur-
ance.

The problem is, unfortunately, the
Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act
right now only applies to National
Guard personnel mobilized directly by
the President of the United States, and
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it does not protect those men and
women who are mobilized by our Gov-
ernors at the request of the President,
as is the case with many of the Guard
right now.

This distinction, colleagues, is in-
equitable. Those mobilized by a Gov-
ernor at the request of the President
face the same financial problems as
those mobilized by the President di-
rectly. It is only right that they re-
ceive the same protections.

The Minneapolis Star Tribune, on
Sunday, November 25, had a long story
on the financial impact on Minnesota
Guard members; but this applies to
Guard members in every one of our
States. I ask unanimous consent that
the Star Tribune article be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Star Tribune, Nov. 25, 2001]
(By Sarah McKenzie)

WASHINGTON, DC.—When National Guard
Cpl. Paul Dellwo was called up to patrol the
Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport,
he traded in his police officer salary for a
smaller $1,600 monthly paycheck.

Dellwo, 30, said he’s committed to his post,
but now he’s earning about $1,000 less each
month than he did as an officer with a Twin
Cities area police force that does not con-
tinue paying those called to active duty.

‘‘Within the next month or so it will be be-
come extremely tight,’’ said Dellwo, who has
credit card, tuition and mortgage payments
to make.

He’s got plenty of company. Capt. Charles
Kemper, who oversees the Guard at the Twin
Cities airport, said some Guard members are
‘‘so financially strapped’’ that he has consid-
ered taking a half-dozen of them off of active
duty.

On behalf of members of his unit, Kemper
sought grants from the Red Cross. He also
has called banks and lenders to urge them to
defer payment deadlines or reduce interest
rates until the soldiers have completed their
deployments. About a third of them have
agreed to do so, Kemper said.

The issue has captured the attention of
Minnesota Sens. Paul Wellstone and Mark
Dayton, who are promoting a bill that would
provide financial protection for Guard mem-
bers who are activated.

Among other things, the law would pro-
hibit lenders from charging more than 6 per-
cent interest on existing loans, and it would
make it illegal to evict Guard members from
rental or mortgaged property. Any civil ac-
tion pending against the soldiers, such as di-
vorces, custody disputes or foreclosure,
would be delayed until the end of the deploy-
ment, under the bill.

Members of the Guard ‘‘are left without
protection against financial ruin,’’ said
Wellstone, who plans to meet with Guard
members Monday at the Twin Cities airport
to talk about their economic troubles.

Minnesota’s senators are not the only
members of Congress who are interested in
the issue. In the House, Rep. Gil Gutknecht,
R-Minn., has written letters to the House
Veterans’ Affairs and Armed Services com-
mittees urging legislators to extend the
same benefits.

EXEMPTION QUESTIONED

The legislation takes issue with a current
federal law, known as the Sailors’ and Sol-
diers’ Relief Act. National Guard members
are covered under the law only if they are
activated by the president. But those pro-

tecting the nation’s airports were called up
by governors, after President Bush made the
request in late September.

The exemption troubles many of the 176
Guard members patrolling the state’s air-
ports, even though some are faring well or
better now than they did with their civilian
jobs.

‘‘There’s a wide spectrum,’’ Kemper said.
Kemper said his employer, Guidant Corp.,

a medical devices company in Arden Hills,
has agreed to pay the difference in his sala-
ries. As captain, he makes about $4,200 a
month in base pay, but as an engineer at
Guidant he makes more than $5,200 a month,
he said.

Others are trying to figure out how to get
by with less.

As an Internet sales manager working on
commission for an automotive company,
Craig Ford pulled in as much as $15,000 dur-
ing a good month.

Now, Ford, 29, of the West St. Paul Guard
unit, earns $2,600 a month as a specialist
with the Army National Guard.

The gap in pay is wide for Ford, who is
married and has two children, 5-month-old
Mira and 2-year-old Dawson. But he said he
recognized there could be financial hardships
when he volunteered for the Guard on Sept.
29.

‘‘I wouldn’t have signed up if my family
couldn’t have handled it,’’ he said.

SALARY DIFFERENCES

Plymouth-based Employers Association
Inc., which provides management services to
more than 1,700 businesses in the state, re-
cently conducted a survey showing most
Minnesota employers have policies to not
pay Guard reservists called into active duty.

But bigger companies were more apt to pay
the difference between the company’s and
the Guard’s salaries. Of the 300 companies
surveyed that have more than 500 employees,
about half reported paying the difference. Of
the smaller companies, about 30 percent re-
ported paying the difference.

‘‘Most employers want to do the right
thing, but it’s tougher for the smaller em-
ployers,’’ said Christine Rhiel, a human re-
sources generalist with the Employers Asso-
ciation.

Maj. Gary Olson, a Minnesota National
Guard spokesman, said it would be unreason-
able to expect all employers to pay the dif-
ference. The Guard members know they’ll
probably face financial hardships when
called on for duty, but they should be pro-
vided some relief, he said.

‘‘When these individuals are called . . .
they should not be economically destroyed.
There should be at least some protection for
credit and interest payments provided to
those individuals,’’ Olson said.

The pay for the Guard starts at $1,300 a
month for a private with little experience
and increases based on rank and years of
service, Olson said. Those activated in Octo-
ber will be deployed at least through March,
he said.

‘‘It’s very tough,’’ said Platoon Sgt. Jason
Hosch, 25, of the West St. Paul Guard unit,
who is stationed at the Twin Cities airport.
‘‘How do these soldiers adapt to not being
able to pay their mortgage payments?’’

Hosch, who is single, said he’s faring well
with a $36,000 yearly salary, but he sym-
pathizes with older Guard members who have
more bills to pay and children to care for.

In addition to his base salary, Dellwo re-
ceives some housing assistance toward his
$1,000 monthly mortgage payment. He said
he stands to save $200 to $300 a month on his
mortgage payment if he’s covered under the
Sailors’ and Soldiers’ Relief Act.

Despite the hardship, Dellwo said he’s com-
mitted to his mission.

‘‘I started this deployment, and I’m going
to finish this deployment,’’ he said.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent to add Sen-
ator SCHUMER as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I would like to briefly summarize a
couple stories of those who are in the
Guard:

Cpl. Paul Dellwo is a local police offi-
cer. As he was patrolling MPS Airport,
he was making $1,600 a month. As a po-
lice officer, he was making approxi-
mately $2,600 a month. On this $1,600 a
month he still has to make the same
credit card, tuition and mortgage pay-
ments. At the end of November he
thought he had only a month or two
before his finances really became tight.

Craig Ford works as an internet sales
manager who works on commission for
an automotive company. He said that
during a good month he could earn
$15,000. Now, as a specialist with the
guard, he earns $2,600 a month. Ford is
married and has two children, a 5-
month-old and a 2-year-old.

Mr. Ford speaks for all the troops
that I met when he said he understood
there would be financial hardships
when he volunterred—he is more than
willing to put up with the hardships
but he would sure appreciate a little
help. I heard this time and time again
when I met with the Guard on Nov. 26:
Specialist Justin Johnson—a salesman
at Best Buy Company—estimates that
he is losing about a third of his income
during his deployment. Craig Forbes, a
car salesman, estimates that he is los-
ing half his monthly income during his
deployment at the airport. And Major
Gary Olson, Public Affairs Officer for
the MN National Guard, told me that
several others have had to be relieved
of their deployment due to financial
hardship. He also said several people
have come in wanting to serve but real-
ized they simply could not do it and
provide for their families adequately.
All these Guardsmen made the same
point—look, I love my country and I’m
pleased to serve but can we get a little
financial protection?

I could go on. This is the point. Many
of these Guard members are from
working families. If they are lucky
enough to be working for some of the
larger companies, those companies say:
Serve your country. It is a national
emergency. They pay full salary. But
many work for businesses that cannot
afford to, so they are losing $700, $800,
$900, $1,000 a month.

It is just not right. Again, it is the
same emergency. The President has
said so. He has called up the Guard, but
we did it through our Governors. This
just fixes this problem and makes sure
they get the same civic relief. That is
all this says.

It is a protection from them being
foreclosed on, not for debts they build
up now while serving our country for
an emergency, but whatever debts they
had built up before. So it is some relief
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from being foreclosed on or from being
evicted or protection from a life insur-
ance policy being canceled.

These young people work very hard
in their civilian lives. Some of them
work in retail where their commissions
during the holiday season are the dif-
ference between their family having a
good year and their family just getting
by. But now they are not working for
commissions—they are not dealing
with customers in a busy electronics
store—they are toting an M16 and
standing guard.

Some of the Guard work construction
and, in Minnesota, you work construc-
tion until there is too much snow or it
is too cold. This year it hasn’t snowed
much and it has been unseasonably
warm. But instead of building houses,
making good wages, these men and
women are in the airports—protecting
us while we travel during the holiday
season.

These stories are but a few trees in a
large forest. Just about every soldier
or airmen I spoke to, from enlisted
rank to officer, told the same story.
They are proud to wear their uniform.
They are proud of their service to their
country, but they worried about their
families. They are worried that the fi-
nancial blow they are taking now will
take years to work off. They are wor-
ried that they are not providing the
way they should for their children.
None of them asked for anything. But
every one of them told me that they
sure would appreciate whatever help
we could offer.

The Minnesota Guard did a survey
and showed it to me when I last vis-
ited. It showed that most Members of
the Guard are losing between $700 and
$1000 a month. This is real money to re-
tail sales people, to construction work-
ers, to auto mechanics and to police of-
ficers. This is real money that cannot
be made up easily.

Today over 15,000 National Guard are
serving in a full-time status nation-
wide—some of them six to seven days
per week. They have been mobilized to
protect everything from airports to the
Golden Gate Bridge. Some are involved
in clean-up efforts at the World Trade
Center and Pentagon. And we must be
aware that National Guard units may
be asked to do more in the coming
months. This important change to the
SSCRA will provide them the civil re-
lief they rightly deserve. Addressing
these issues now will ease the burden
placed upon these patriots and their
families now and in the future. These
young people are not asking for much.
Extending these protections is an im-
portant way to say that we value their
service and that will not forget them
or their families commitment to the
United States.

Let me give you the genesis of this
amendment. This is why I thank all of
my colleagues, some of whom are on
the floor. I know Senator BIDEN wants
just 2 minutes, and then Senator DAY-
TON wants to speak. He has been work-
ing with me all the way, and Senator
GREGG, and others.

I just say this: The genesis of this
amendment is that I have been going
out to airports—I am sure many of you
have had the same experience—and I
just thank people. I was doing that for
a while, I say to my colleague from
Delaware, and finally one of the Guard
members said: Thank you, PAUL, but if
you really want to help us, this is the
problem for us. We are on guard duty.
This is a national emergency. We are
at wartime. It is national security. We
are out here—by the way, they are
going to be at our airport until the end
of March, at least—yet we do not have
the same protection. The President
called us up, but through the Gov-
ernors, and we do not have the same
protection this way that other mem-
bers have. Please give us this civic re-
lief.

It would help us. I hope there will be
100 votes for this. I have worked my
heart out on this amendment because I
just think it is important we help peo-
ple. I hope this will have unanimous
support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
AKAKA). The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will be
brief. The Senator from Minnesota is
the major player in this effort. The
Senator from Delaware is not.

This is, in a sense, a real Minnesota
tradition of progressive politics. The
two guys who jumped out on this first
and responded immediately were the
two Senators from Minnesota. I have
experienced the same exact thing in
the State of Delaware as I go around
and see the guardsmen.

One of the reasons the distinction
was made in the past between whether
a President called up the Guard or a
Governor called up the Guard was the
nature of the incident for which the
Guard had to be called up in those cir-
cumstances. When the President called
up the Guard, it was usually—not al-
ways—relating to a national defense
issue. When Governors called up the
Guard, it was for hurricanes and floods
and very worthy and worthwhile and
important things to our constituents.

Let’s make it real clear: This is not
a hurricane. This is not a flood. This is
not a natural disaster. This is an un-
natural disaster called a war. The rea-
son my guardsmen in Delaware were
called up and all of our guardsmen are
called up now is for a war. This is a
war.

Here we are on December 7, 60 years
after Pearl Harbor, and where are we?
We are once again faced with what we
were faced with then. This is the first
time since then American soil has been
struck. What is the most likely place
where the next terrible tragedy will
occur if our enemies have their way? In
America. The reason the Guard is on
the border, at the airports, and
throughout our communities is as if
there were a foreign army marching on
us. That is what this is about. The Sol-
diers’ and Sailors Act was designed to
take that into effect.

I compliment both my colleagues. I
am flattered they let me be one of the

cosponsors. They deserve a great deal
of credit for calling this to our atten-
tion. I will be surprised if they don’t
get 100 votes. I compliment them for
their foresight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I am
very proud to rise in support of the
amendment of my distinguished col-
league, Senator WELLSTONE. I salute
my good friend and colleague who has
been in the forefront of these issues on
behalf of the men and women of the
National Guard not only in Minnesota
but across the country, and our mili-
tary personnel. Senator WELLSTONE de-
serves the full credit for his leadership
in initiating this important amend-
ment.

It grew out of visits and conversa-
tions which he and I have had together
and which he and I have had separately
with the National Guard men and
women who are patrolling the major
Minnesota airport in the Minneapolis-
St. Paul area. It is extraordinary to see
them hour after hour, early in the day,
late at night, standing there protecting
all the rest of us, their fellow citizens,
and assuring our safety as we fly our
Nation’s skies.

As Senator WELLSTONE has pointed
out, and the distinguished Senator
from Delaware, Senator BIDEN, this is
an unusual circumstance. It occurred
because the President, very properly,
wanted to respect the doctrine of posse
comitatus and, therefore, since the
Guard men and women were engaged in
a patrolling function at our domestic
airports, he asked the Governors to
call them out rather than doing so di-
rectly himself.

As a result, as the Senator from Min-
nesota has said, they suffer these addi-
tional financial perils. These men and
women are not just serving our country
during these critical months, they are
doing so at serious financial con-
sequence to themselves and their fami-
lies. For most of these National Guard
men and women, the salary they re-
ceive for their Guard duty is but a frac-
tion of what they are receiving in their
civilian employment. Yet this amend-
ment doesn’t address that inequity,
and they are not asking right now for
us to do so.

All they are asking, and what this
amendment does in a very important
way, thanks to the leadership of Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, is give them equality
or parity with their associates who are
called up under other circumstances. It
prevents these additional financial
penalties from being imposed upon
them and their families during this
service and at no additional cost to the
American taxpayer. It is for those rea-
sons that, joining with my colleague
Senator WELLSTONE, I can’t imagine
why anybody would want to oppose
this amendment.

With that, I thank the others who
have made this a bipartisan amend-
ment and yield the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
have two colleagues on the floor, one of
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whom is Senator GREGG, a cosponsor of
the amendment. I thank my colleague
from New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
GREGG from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise in
support of Senator WELLSTONE’s
amendment, of which I am an original
cosponsor. Senator WELLSTONE has
identified a problem which just cries
out to be examined and answered. Na-
tional Guard personnel are really ex-
traordinary people who serve us as cit-
izen soldiers. They give up their daily
lives, they put tremendous stress on
their families to serve us, and it’s truly
inappropriate that they should not be
treated with the deference and the fair
treatment that they would get if they
were called up under a different cir-
cumstance

What Senator WELLSTONE is doing
here is correcting what was an obvious
loophole in the understanding of how
the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief
Act of 1940 would work and is applying
that Act to our National Guard men
and women who are called up as a re-
sult of a national emergency declared
by the President but who happen to be
called up by Governors, and so it is an
extremely appropriate action. It’s cer-
tainly something that should be done
at this time and should be done quickly
so that those folks who are guarding
our airport, our borders, and may well
be in harm’s way, but are certainly giv-
ing up their private lives in order to
make our lives safer through their pub-
lic service should receive fair treat-
ment from our Government.

During World War I, the Congress
passed a law to help people who were
called to serve in the military, people
who had debts or financial obligations
such as home mortgages, car loans, and
bank loans. A similar law is in effect
today, ‘‘The Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil
Relief Act of 1940, as amended.’’ Al-
though not included in the title of the
law, the safeguards of the law also
apply to personnel in the Air Force,
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard. Provi-
sions of the law protect a service mem-
ber, who is called-up to serve in the
military, from being evicted from rent-
al property or from mortgaged prop-
erty, protect against cancellation of
life insurance, and protect against lose
of home because of overdue taxes, if
the service member’s ability to make
payments is materially affected by
military service. Further provisions of
the law require that interest of no
more than 6 percent a year can be
charged by a lender on a debt which a
person on active duty in military serv-
ice incurred before he or she went on
active duty.

The law does not cancel out the debt
or financial obligations of those called
up for active duty. What it does do is
give them certain special rights and
legal protections. The purpose of grant-
ing the special rights and protections,
as stated in the law, is to help people
who have been called up for active duty

‘‘to devote their entire energy to the
defense needs of the Nation.’’

In the normal case of a National
Guard call-up by the President, mem-
bers of the National Guard get this
civil relief. But in the case of a Na-
tional Guard call-up by a Governor, at
the request of the President, members
of the National Guard do not get this
civil relief. The members of our Na-
tional Guard now protecting our air-
ports therefore do not get this relief,
because the President thought it best
to have the Governors call-up the
Guard.

New Hampshire National Guard per-
sonnel are today assisting in providing
protection at airports in New Hamp-
shire, at the Manchester Airport, the
Lebanon Airport, and the Pease Inter-
national Tradeport Airport. The New
Hampshire National Guard has a long
and rich history. Colonial New Hamp-
shire Governor John Cutt organized
the New Hampshire militia in 1680.
This militia served in all of the Colo-
nial Wars. New Hampshire troops in-
cluded Roger’s Rangers, famed for their
guerrilla tactics, and forerunners of to-
day’s U.S. Army Rangers, presently
serving in the war on terrorism in Af-
ghanistan. In December 1774, a group of
patriots under the command of Captain
Thomas Pickering, of Portsmouth, at-
tacked and captured Fort William and
Mary at Newcastle, NH. The ‘‘shot
heard round the world’’ was not fired at
Lexington, MA, until the following
April. During the Civil War, New
Hampshire furnished 17 infantry regi-
ments, 1 cavalry regiment, 1 heavy ar-
tillery regiment, and 1 light artillery
battery to the Union cause. The 5th
New Hampshire Volunteers, led by
Colonel Edward E. Cross, suffered the
highest casualties of any Northern in-
fantry regiment, having fought val-
iantly at Seven Pines, Malvern Hill,
Antietam, Fredericksburg, Chancel-
lorsville, and Gettysburg. And now
other equally patriotic members of the
New Hampshire Guard have been called
up by the Governor, at the request of
President Bush, to help protect air-
ports, as part of our country’s war on
terrorism.

I assume members of the National
Guards of my fellow Senators’ States
have also been called up by their re-
spective Governors for airport protec-
tion duties. So this is not just a New
Hampshire issue or a Minnesota issue.
This is your issue also. When National
Guard troops are called to active duty,
whether by the President or by a Gov-
ernor at the request of the President in
response to war or national emergency
declared by the Congress, they must es-
sentially put their personal lives on
hold.

The intent of the Soldiers’ and Sail-
ors’ Civil Relief Act is to provide finan-
cial security and peace of mind to the
men and women of our country who are
unexpectedly called to serve their Na-
tion in times of crisis. The law cer-
tainly should not be allowed to favor
those called up by the President and

exclude those called up by State Gov-
ernors, at the request of the President.
The National Guard personnel now
helping to keep our airports safe de-
serve the same protections extended to
National Guard troops fighting for our
Nation all over the world.

This amendment will allow the men
and women who our Governors have
called on, at the request of the Presi-
dent for an operation during a war or
national emergency declared by the
President or Congress, to focus on their
task at hand without worrying about
previous financial obligations. Fellow
Senators, I ask you to support this
amendment to correct a serious in-
equity involving National Guard men
and women of our various States, in-
cluding most likely your own States,
who have been called to active duty for
critical domestic operations such as
protecting our Nation’s airports.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
Senators WELLSTONE, GREGG, and DAY-
TON and those who have initiated this
effort for giving me an opportunity to
be cosponsor. I thank them for this
amendment and for giving us a chance
to express our gratitude to the men
and women in the National Guard
across America who are serving our
country so well. They make extraor-
dinary sacrifices, put their lives on the
line and serve their country.

This amendment gives them the rec-
ognition and reward they need. We can
do more. I believe we will. But this
amendment is an excellent first start
to say to these men and women: We
know you are serving our country. You
deserve our praise, our prayers, and the
recognition and help of this amend-
ment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that letters of
support from the Minnesota National
Guard and the Military Coalition and
other documents be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE MILITARY COALITION,
Alexandria, VA, December 6, 2001.

Hon. CARL LEVIN,
Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Military Coali-

tion, a consortium of 33 nationally promi-
nent uniformed services and veterans organi-
zations, representing more than 5.5 million
current and former members of the seven
uniformed services, plus their families and
survivors, would like to bring to your atten-
tion a serious inequity for National Guard
members who have been called to active duty
for Operation Noble Eagle in Title 32 status.

National Guard soldiers and airmen called
to active duty under Title 32 do not have the
protection of the Soldiers and Sailors Civil
Relief Act (SSCRA). National Guard and Re-
serve members called to active duty under
Operation Enduring Freedom in Title 10 sta-
tus do have that protection.

The SSCRA was passed by Congress to pro-
vide protection for individuals called to ac-
tive duty in any of the military services. The
SSCRA suspends certain civil obligations to
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enable service members to devote full atten-
tion to duty. The SSCRA protects the indi-
vidual and his family from foreclosures, evic-
tions, and installment contracts for the pur-
chase of real or personal property if the serv-
ice member’s ability to make payments is
‘‘materially affected’’ by the military serv-
ice. The SSCRA entitles a person called to
active duty to reinstatement of any health
insurance that was in effect on the day be-
fore such service commenced, and was termi-
nated during the period of service. It also
protects the service member against termi-
nation of private life insurance policies dur-
ing the term of active service.

The Military Coalition believes that all
members of the National Guard performing
active duty service for a national emergency
or war at the call of the President should be
entitled to protection under SSCRA. Please
support S. 1680 and its changes to the Sol-
diers and Sailors Civil Relief Act that will
give National Guard members that protec-
tion.

Sincerely,
THE MILITARY COALITION.

THE MILITARY COALITION,
Alexandria, VA, December 6, 2001.

Hon. JOHN WARNER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: The Military Coa-
lition, a consortium of 33 nationally promi-
nent uniformed services and veterans organi-
zations, representing more than 5.5 million
current and former members of the seven
uniformed services, plus their families and
survivors, would like to bring to your atten-
tion a serious inequity for National Guard
members who have been called to active duty
for Operation Noble Eagle in Title 32 status.

National Guard soldiers and airmen called
to active duty under Title 32 do not have the
protection of the Soldiers and Sailors Civil
Relief Act (SSCRA). National Guard and Re-
serve members called to active duty under
Operation Enduring Freedom in Title 10 sta-
tus do have that protection.

The SSCRA was passed by Congress to pro-
vide protection for individuals called to ac-
tive duty in any of the military services. The
SSCRA suspends certain civil obligations to
enable service members to devote full atten-
tion to duty. The SSCRA protects the indi-
vidual and his family from foreclosures, evic-
tions, and installment contracts for the pur-
chase of real or personal property if the serv-
ice member’s ability to make payments is
‘‘materially affected’’ by the military serv-
ice. The SSCRA entitles a person called to
active duty to reinstatement of any health
insurance that was in effect on the day be-
fore such service commenced, and was termi-
nated during the period of service. It also
protects the service member against termi-
nation of private life insurance policies dur-
ing the term of active service.

The Military Coalition believes that all
members of the National Guard performing
active duty service for a national emergency
or war at the call of the President should be
entitled to protection under the SSCRA.
Please support S. 1680 and its changes to the
Soldiers and Sailors Civil Relief Act that
will give National Guard members that pro-
tection.

Sincerely,
THE MILITARY COALITION.

THE MILITARY COALITION,
Alexandria, VA, December 6, 2001.

Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER,
Chairman, Veterans’ Affairs Committee, U.S.

Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Military Coali-

tion, a consortium of 33 nationally promi-
nent uniformed services and veterans organi-

zations, representing more than 5.5 million
current and former members of the seven
uniformed services, plus their families and
survivors, would like to bring to your atten-
tion a serious inequity for National Guard
members who have been called to active duty
for Operation Noble Eagle in Title 32 status.

National Guard soldiers and airmen called
to active duty under Title 32 do not have the
protection of the Soldiers and Sailors Civil
Relief Act (SSCRA), National Guard and Re-
serve members called to active duty under
Operation Enduring Freedom in Title 10 sta-
tus do have that protection.

The SSCRA was passed by Congress to pro-
vide protection for individuals called to ac-
tive duty in any of the military services. The
SSCRA suspends certain civil obligations to
enable service members to devote full atten-
tion to duty. The SSCRA protects the indi-
vidual and his family from foreclosures, evic-
tions, and installment contracts for the pur-
chase of real or personal property if the serv-
ice member’s ability to make payments is
‘‘materially affected’’ by the military serv-
ice. The SSCRA entitles a person called to
active duty to reinstatement of any health
insurance that was in effect on the day be-
fore such service commenced, and was termi-
nated during the period of service. It also
protects the service member against termi-
nation of private life insurance policies dur-
ing the term of active service.

The Military Coalition believes that all
members of the National Guard performing
active duty service for a national emergency
or war at the call of the President should be
entitled to protection under the SSCRA.
Please support S. 1680 and its changes to the
Soldiers and Sailors Civil Relief Act that
will give National Guard members that pro-
tection.

Sincerely,
THE MILITARY COALITION.

THE MILITARY COALITION,
Alexandria, VA, December 6, 2001.

Hon. ARLEN SPECTER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SPECTER: The Military Coa-
lition, a consortium of 33 nationally promi-
nent uniformed services and veterans organi-
zations, representing more than 5.5 million
current and former members of the seven
uniformed services, plus their families and
survivors, would like to bring to your atten-
tion a serious inequity for National Guard
members who have been called to active duty
for Operation Noble Eagle in Title 32 status.

National Guard soldiers and airmen called
to active duty under Title 32 do not have the
protection of the Soldiers and Sailors Civil
Relief Act (SSCRA). National Guard and Re-
serve members called to active duty under
Operation Enduring Freedom in Title 10 sta-
tus do have that protection.

The SSCRA was passed by Congress to pro-
vide protection for individuals called to ac-
tive duty in any of the military services. The
SSCRA suspends certain civil obligations to
enable service members to devote full atten-
tion to duty. The SSCRA protects the indi-
vidual and his family from foreclosures, evic-
tions, and installment contracts for the pur-
chase of real or personal property if the serv-
ice member’s ability to make payments is
‘‘materially affected’’ by the military serv-
ice. The SSCRA entitles a person called to
active duty to reinstatement of any health
insurance that was in effect on the day be-
fore such service commenced, and was termi-
nated during the period of service. It also
protects the service member against termi-
nation of private life insurance policies dur-
ing the term of active service.

The Military Coalition believes that all
members of the National Guard performing

active duty service for a national emergency
or war at the call of the President should be
entitled to protection under the SSCRA.
Please support S. 1680 and its changes to the
Soldiers and Sailors Civil Relief Act that
will give National Guard members that pro-
tection.

Sincerely,
THE MILITARY COALITION.

MEMBERS OF THE MILITARY COALITION

Air Force Association.
Air Force Sergeants Association.
Army Aviation Assn. of America.
Assn. of Military Surgeons of the United

States.
Assn. of the US Army.
Commissioned Officers Assn. of the US

Public Health Service, Inc.
CWO & WO Assn. US Coast Guard.
Enlisted Association of the National Guard

of the U.S.
Fleet Reserve Assn.
Gold Star Wives of America, Inc.
Veterans’ Widows International Network,

Inc.
Marine Corps League.
Marine Corps Reserve Officers Assn.
Military Order of the Purple Heart.
National Order of Battlefield Commissions.
Naval Enlisted Reserve Assn.
Naval Reserve Assn.
Nat’l Military Family Assn.
Non Commissioned Officers Assn. of the

United States of America.
Reserve Officers Assn.
National Guard Assn. of the U.S.
The Military Chaplains Assn. of the USA.
The Retired Enlisted Assn.
The Retired Officers Assn.
United Armed Forces Assn.
USCG Chief Petty Officers Assn.
U.S. Army Warrant Officers Assn.
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U.S.

DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AFFAIRS,
STATE OF MINNESOTA, OFFICE OF
THE ADJUTANT GENERAL,

St. Paul, MN, November 1, 2001.
Hon. PAUL D. WELLSTONE,
U.S. Senator,
St. Paul, MN.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: I am writing to
request your support for expanding the pro-
tections of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil
Relief Act (SSCRA) to include National
Guard personnel serving their country under
the authority of Title 32 of the United States
Code.

As you know, the SSCRA provides a spec-
trum of important protections for men and
women called to active federal military serv-
ice. The SSCRA recognizes the reality that a
call to military service can negatively im-
pact one’s ability to meet certain civil obli-
gations. Unfortunately, the SSCRA only ap-
plies to military duty performed under the
authority of Title 10 of the United States
Code. It does not protect the soldiers and air-
men performing duty under Title 32.

This distinction between service under
Title 10 and Title 32 is inequitable and non-
sensical. Service performed under Title 32 is
still military service and it is still valuable
and important to the national defense. The
men and women called away from home to
serve their country under Title 32 face the
same problems as those called under Title 10.
It is only right that they receive the same
protections.

The recent activations of National Guard
personnel to support airport security nation-
wide illustrate the importance of the mili-
tary service under Title 32. Your support for
expanding the SSCRA to protect persons
serving under Title 32 will be an important
part of correcting the current inequity.
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Thank you for your consideration of this

important matter. If I can provide any addi-
tional information, please contact me.

Sincerely,
EUGENE R. ANDREOTTI,

Major General, Minnesota Air National
Guard, The Adjutant General.

ENLISTED ASSOCIATION OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA,

Alexandria, VA, December 5, 2001.
Hon. PAUL DAVID WELLSTONE,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: The Enlisted
Association of the National Guard of the
United States (EANGUS) would like to
thank you for introducing S. 1680, which
would amend the Soldiers and Sailors Civil
Relief Act of 1940 (SSCRA) to include mem-
bers of the National Guard called to active
duty under Title 32.

The SSCRA was passed by Congress to pro-
vide protection for individuals called to ac-
tive duty in any of the military services. The
SSCRA suspends certain civil obligations to
enable service members to devote full atten-
tion to duty. The SSCRA protects the indi-
vidual and his family from foreclosures, evic-
tions, and installment contracts for the pur-
chase of real or personal property if the serv-
ice member’s ability to make payments is
‘‘materially affected’’ by the military serv-
ice. The SSCRA entitles a person called to
active duty to reinstatement of any health
insurance that was in effect on the day be-
fore such service commenced, and was termi-
nated during the period of service. It also
protects the service member against termi-
nation of private life insurance policies dur-
ing the term of active service.

Currently, the SSCRA only covers mem-
bers of the National Guard called to active
duty under Title 10 (federal active duty).
Guardsmen and Reservists called to active
service for Operation Enduring Freedom
were called under Title 10 and therefore are
entitled to all federal benefits including pro-
tection under SSCRA; however, the majority
of National Guard members called to active
service for Operation Noble Eagle are being
called up under title 32 and, although they
receive some federal benefits, they do not
qualify for protection under the SSCRA.

EANGUS believes that all members of the
National Guard performing active duty serv-
ice should be entitled to protection under
the SSCRA. A National Guardsmen called to
active duty status whether Title 10 or Title
32 deserve the same protection from fore-
closure or eviction. While they are trying to
do their best to insure that our airports are
secure, our water supply remains safe, and
our nuclear power plants will not be turned
into weapons of mass destruction, they
should not have to worry about whether or
not their families will keep a roof over their
heads or that bill collectors will be hounding
them for payment because their military pay
was processed late (which occurred in New
York and Virginia). It is a shame that a
member of the National Guard would have to
go to their local Red Cross to receive help in
paying their mortgages as well as their
transportation costs.

The Army and Air National Guard are the
United State’s first line of defense against
all enemies foreign or domestic. The men
and women of the National Guard have vol-
unteered to serve their country. They serve
proudly and willingly. Your support in
amending the SSCRA of 1940 to include Title
32 will send a very strong signal of support to
our service members who will be going into
harms way. It will alleviate some areas of
concern to them; they will be less distracted
and more secure knowing that their families

will be protected while they are protecting
us.

If I can be of any assistance, please contact
me at (703) 519–3846.

Working for America’s Best!
MSG MICHAEL P. CLINE (Ret) ARNG,

Executive Director.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I take this oppor-
tunity to thank General Andreotti, the
leader of our Guard in Minnesota, for
his very strong support and his wis-
dom.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank
my friend for introducing this amend-
ment, which closes a troubling loop-
hole in our military personnel system.

Currently, members of the National
Guard called up under Federal title 32
status are not eligible for the protec-
tions of the Soldiers and Sailors Civil
Relief Act. The act ensures that a
servicemember can protect their house,
life insurance, and health insurance
while on active duty. It ensures a
smooth transition back and forth be-
tween active service and civilian life,
and it essentially underpins the entire
military personnel system. We cannot
defend the country without the Na-
tional Guard, and we cannot attract
qualified people to the Guard without
the relief act.

The act has not applied to Guard
members called up under title 32 status
because most activations over the past
fifty years have been under title 10, ac-
tive military duty. However, Sep-
tember 11 tipped the balance in the
other direction. Title 32 provides more
flexibility to achieve missions in the
United States and guarantees local
control. As a result, thousands of
Guard members have been called up
across the country to secure our air-
ports, railroads, bridges, and borders
under this status.

This amendment extends the relief
act to these proud citizen-soldiers.
They must have these protections so
they can focus on their mission. For
them, I urge the adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to advise the Senate that the
subcommittee is prepared to accept the
amendment. It is a fine amendment,
very patriotic.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 2325) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
HELMS from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
for me to deliver my remarks seated at
my desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2336

(To protect United States military personnel
and other elected and appointed officials of
the United States Government against
criminal prosecution by an international
criminal court to which the United States
is not party)

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair for
recognizing me. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment which I ask
to be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.

HELMS], for himself, Mr. MILLER, Mr. HAGEL,
Mr. HATCH, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
BOND, Mr. WARNER, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr.
FRIST, proposes an amendment numbered
2336.

Mr. HELMS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Did the Senator ask the
reading be dispensed with? I could not
hear.

Mr. STEVENS. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has sought that consent. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

AMENDMENT NO. 2337 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2336

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for

Mr. DODD, proposes an amendment numbered
2337 to amendment No. 2336.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike all after the first word in the pend-

ing amendment an insert in lieu thereof the
following:

‘‘SEC. . (a) FINDINGS.—The Rome Statute
establishing an International Criminal Court
will not enter into force for several years:

(2) The Congress has great confidence in
President Bush’s ability to effectively pro-
tect U.S. interests and the interests of Amer-
ican citizens and service members as it re-
lates to the International Criminal Court;
and

(3) The Congress believes that Slobodan
Milosovic, Saddam Hussein or any other in-
dividual who commits crimes against hu-
manity should be brought to justice and that
the President should have sufficient flexi-
bility to accomplish that goal, including the
ability to cooperate with foreign tribunals
and other international legal entities that
may be established for that purpose on a
case by case basis.

(b) REPORT.—The President shall report to
Congress on any additional legislative ac-
tions necessary to advance and protect U.S.
interests as it relates to the establishment of
the International Criminal Court or the
prosecution of crimes against humanity.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, without
losing my right to the floor, I suggest
the absence of a quorum temporarily.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded in
order for me to speak for 2 minutes on
an earlier discussion about the tanker
fleet.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator cannot qualify.

Mr. HELMS. Reserving the right to
object, I have no objection if it is un-
derstood that I shall be recognized im-
mediately following the two amend-
ments.

Mr. REID. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. The clerk will continue
the call of the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the call of the roll.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak out of
order for a period of 2 minutes regard-
ing the issue of tanker replacements.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the ques-
tion I have, is there any order in effect
as to who gets the floor when the
quorum is called off?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
HELMS is entitled to the floor.

Mr. REID. That is my understanding.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. And Sen-

ator BROWNBACK seeks recognition.
Mr. BROWNBACK. For 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, Senator BROWNBACK is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
will not be long. I wish to speak about
the leasing of 100 aircraft tankers,
many of which will be remodeled in the
State of Kansas. I have great respect
for the Senator from Arizona and the
issue he is raising about the lack of re-
view, but I also wish to be very specific
about what is taking place.

The current tanker fleet is 40 years
old, some of it 45 years old. That is my
age. Some days I feel very old. A lot of
these tankers are spending a great deal
of time in depot. They are spending up
to 60 percent of their time being re-
paired. If we do not go through this
lease arrangement, we are not going to
have the tanker fleet to conduct our
current long-range bombing missions.

While I have great respect as to how
this has come up—the lack of hear-
ings—the fact is we cannot conduct
campaigns, such as we are in Afghani-
stan, unless we do something like this.

I also think this lease arrangement is
going to allow us to do something we
could not do if we were on a straight
purchase basis. It is something we need
to do now.

For those reasons, I want to be clear
on my support, even though I have
great admiration for the Senator from
Arizona and the legitimate issues he is
bringing up. We simply cannot do this
any other way. This will get us 100 air-
craft that we need to replace some that
are 40 to 45 years old. This legislation
will get this going now while we have
the operational capacity to build them.
Because of the lack of construction
that is taking place at Boeing and the
rest of its fleet construction, we are
going to be laying people off. Instead of
laying them off, we can put them to
work.

It has come up in a questionable
fashion. For that I have respect for
those who are challenging this provi-
sion. Still, these are extraordinary
times. If we do this, we can get some-
thing of value at a time when we can
construct the aircraft. And it can be
scored such that we can afford to pay
for this at this point in time.

For all those reasons, I think this is
a legitimate and a proper thing for us
to do. I add my voice to that.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the previous order will be
obtained, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 2336

Mr. HELMS. I do thank the Chair.
Mr. President, there is a little bit of
manipulation going on, but let me em-
phasize the President of the United
States is in favor of the underlying
amendment, to which a second-degree
amendment proposes to gut the amend-
ment I have just offered.

If we are going to play this sort of
game around here, that is fine. I can
play it, too, and I have been around a
little while, and I know how to do it.

The International Criminal Court
will be empowered if and when just 13
more countries ratify the so-called
Rome Treaty. Forty-seven have rati-
fied it as of this past Friday, November
30.

It has been a privilege to work with
the distinguished Senator from Geor-
gia, Mr. MILLER, in crafting this
amendment to protect American sol-
diers and officials from illegal prosecu-
tions by that Court. In addition to Sen-
ator MILLER and me, Senator LOTT,
Senator WARNER, Senator HAGEL, Sen-
ator HATCH, Senator SHELBY, Senator
FRIST, and Senator MURKOWSKI joined
in introducing the American Service
Members Protection Act on May 9 of
this year. The pending amendment is
the result of our converting that act
into an amendment to the pending De-
fense appropriations bill.

As I said at the outset, there are
going to be attempts to defeat this
pending amendment despite the sup-
port of the President of the United
States, despite the support of all man-
ner of organizations, including vet-
erans and members of the armed serv-
ices.

I feel a bit of resentment. What they
are doing is well within the rules. We
will see how the Senate stacks up on
this little bit of play.

Without this amendment, the Rome
Treaty can expose U.S. soldiers and ci-
vilian officials to the risk of prosecu-
tions separate and apart from the laws
of the United States of America. There-
fore, they could very well be battling
international bureaucrats and prosecu-
tors instead of terrorists such as those
who on September 11 committed mass
murder against thousands of innocent
American citizens in New York City
and at the Pentagon, not far from here.

The pending amendment ensures that
neither the International Criminal
Court nor overzealous prosecutors and
judges will ever be able to prosecute
and persecute American military per-
sonnel.

At this time, along with the mobili-
zation to fight terrorists, there is
unanimous support in Congress for giv-
ing the President the tools he needs to
wage the war against terrorism.

Accordingly, the distinguished chair-
man, HENRY HYDE, of the House Inter-
national Relations Committee, and I
have negotiated with the Bush admin-
istration some needed refinements to
the American Servicemembers’ Protec-
tion Act that is now pending for con-
sideration by this Senate.

This amendment then is a sort of re-
vised version of the original bill to give
the President flexibility and authority
to delegate provisions in the legisla-
tion that he needs in this time of na-
tional emergency to protect our service
men and women.

I have in hand two letters dated Sep-
tember 25, 2001, and November 8, 2001,
respectively, from Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs Paul V.
Kelly indicating that the administra-
tion does support the language of the
pending amendment.

Instead of placing these letters in the
RECORD, I want to read them. The first
one, Paul V. Kelly, Assistant Secretary
of Legislative Affairs of the U.S. De-
partment of State:

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: This letter advises
that the administration supports the revised
text of the American Servicemembers’ Pro-
tection Act (ASPA), dated September 10,
2001, proposed by you, Mr. Hyde and Mr.
DeLay.

We commit to support enactment of the re-
vised bill in its current form based upon the
agreed changes without further amendment
and to oppose alternative legislative pro-
posals.

We understand that in the House the ASPA
legislation will be attached to the State De-
partment authorization bill or other appro-
priate legislation.

The Senate has a responsibility to
enact an insurance policy for our men
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and women serving at home and over-
seas. Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld
and Secretary of State Powell agree it
is essential to protect all of them from
a permanent kangaroo court where the
United States has no veto.

Precisely, this amendment does the
following: It will prohibit U.S. coopera-
tion with the court, including use of
taxpayer funding or sharing of classi-
fied information. Two, it will restrict
U.S. involvement in peacekeeping mis-
sions unless the United Nations specifi-
cally exempts U.S. troops from pros-
ecution by the International Criminal
Court. Three, it limits U.S. aid to allies
unless they also sign accords to shield
U.S. troops on their soil from being
turned over to this kangaroo court.
And four, it authorizes the President of
the United States to take necessary ac-
tion to rescue any U.S. soldiers or serv-
ice people who may be improperly
handed over to that court.

When former President Clinton
signed the Rome Treaty on December
31, 2000, he stated he would not send
the treaty to the Senate for ratifica-
tion and recommended that President
Bush not transmit it to the Senate ei-
ther, given the remaining flaws in the
court. Moreover, I understand my col-
league from Connecticut, Senator
DODD, said this about the Rome Treaty
on September 26, and I quote the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut:

If for some reason miraculously the pro-
posal were brought to this Senate chamber
this afternoon, and I were asked to vote on it
as is, I would vote against it because it is a
flawed agreement.

Many Americans may not realize
that the Rome Treaty, so-called, can
apply to Americans even if the Senate
has declined to ratify the treaty. This
international legal precedent lacks any
basis in U.S. law.

So I reiterate, the pending amend-
ment will shield Americans from this
international court, and that is why 28
uniformed services and veterans orga-
nizations representing more than 51⁄2
million active and veteran military
personnel and their families support
the pending amendment.

I have a copy of a letter dated No-
vember 19 of this year signed by the di-
rectors of the Veterans of Foreign Wars
and at the Reserve Officers Association
and associations representing every
one of the services. They favor this
amendment. I will take time right now
to read this letter into the RECORD. I
started to insert it, but I think it is
important for me to read it.

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: The Military Coali-
tion, a consortium of nationally prominent
uniformed services and veterans’ organiza-
tions representing more than 5.5 million cur-
rent and former members of the seven uni-
formed services, plus their families and sur-
vivors, strongly supports the amended
version of the American Servicemembers’
Protection Act.

Mr. President, that is the pending
Senate amendment.

The Coalition understands that the admin-
istration also supports this legislation.

I have already covered that. Then the
letter continues:

This bill would seek to protect American
servicemembers from criminal prosecution
by an International Criminal Court to which
the United States is not a party.

TMC [that is the military coalition] be-
lieves the United States must ensure mili-
tary personnel (plus Federal officials and
employees) are protected when it orders
them to participate in operations or other
prescribed duties in foreign countries. Any
effort to the contrary by internal or external
entities should be thwarted. Our Nation can-
not continue to dispatch its uniformed and
official personnel, who have sworn to uphold
and defend the Constitution of the United
States, to international assignments without
guaranteeing them their rights under that
magnificent document. Sincerely.

It is signed by the officers of the as-
sociation.

President Bush and his national secu-
rity team support this amendment.
There is a great need to approve this
amendment now and not wait until
some vague future date next year or
even later. Obviously, I support and
urge support for this amendment to
protect these service and civilian lead-
ers from unaccountable kangaroo
courts.

I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HELMS. I thank Senator MILLER

for the great work he has done, and I
yield the floor to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I rise to
add my voice of support to this amend-
ment by Senator HELMS.

I would like to thank the distin-
guished senior Senator from North
Carolina for his leadership and dedica-
tion in crafting this important legisla-
tion. I am proud to cosponsor it with
him. He has worked hard with the Bush
administration to write a bill that
meets the President’s approval, and I
commend him for doing so. Senator
HELMS outlined the details on what
this legislation is intended to do, so I
will just make some brief comments on
why I believe it is so important.

As Senator HELMS stated, this legis-
lation is designed to protect American
troops and officials from the potential
of illegitimate and politicized prosecu-
tions under the auspices of an Inter-
national Criminal Court. When just 13
more nations ratify the Rome Treaty,
the International Criminal Court will
be empowered, and Americans could be
subject to its prosecutorial authority.
This could happen even though the
United States has not ratified the trea-
ty.

We ask a lot of our military. They
are at risk right now in Afghanistan.
They are stretched to the limit, and
are engaged in missions around the
globe that include peacekeeping and
humanitarian efforts.

In the conduct of these missions, we
must provide them the tools to suc-
ceed. Exposing our troops to ICC pros-
ecutions is tantamount to not ade-

quately equipping them for the mis-
sion. Rules of engagement for many
military missions are complex
enough—our military doesn’t need to
be further burdened by the specter of
the ICC when making critical deadly
force decisions.

I have heard some of the arguments
against this legislation. Some think it
demonstrates U.S. arrogance and a
unilateralist attitude. Others believe it
somehow compromises our commit-
ment to the promotion of human rights
and the prosecution of war crimes. I
appreciate those concerns, but in my
opinion, the well-being and protection
of our military trumps those argu-
ments every time.

We should be concerned over world
perception in terms of our commit-
ment to addressing war crimes, geno-
cide, and other human rights issues.
However, I don’t believe any reasonable
government could accuse us of not
being the world’s leader in all of these
areas. The suggestion that the United
States is not supportive of human
rights because we refuse to ratify a
questionable treaty just doesn’t com-
pute.

Some would advocate that we should
ratify this treaty and try to fix its defi-
ciencies after the ICC is created. That
is laughable to me. How many of us
would sign a contract for anything be-
fore negotiating the details? It makes
more sense to have this proposed legis-
lation as an insurance policy and then
negotiate, rather than negotiate with-
out it and potentially place our people
at risk.

I remind my distinguished colleagues
of the concern we all had when the Chi-
nese held our EP–3 crew for 11 days.
And they were only detained—not pros-
ecuted. Now image American service
members being subjected an unfair ICC
prosecution without U.S. consent. This
cold happen to some those brave troops
that are eating dust and risking their
lives in Afghanistan to protect Amer-
ica. I would never want to look a fam-
ily member in the eye and know that I
did not do everything possible to pre-
vent such a prosecution because of con-
cern over world perception, or offend-
ing their governments. This legislation
seeks to provide that much-deserved
protection.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this important legislation. As respon-
sible lawmakers, we are obligated to
provide them this legislative protec-
tion.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. WARNER. I say to my colleague,

a matter of some interest has arisen. I
received a call from the Secretary of
the Army. If I could have 2 minutes, I
think colleagues would be interested.

Mr. BIDEN. I have no objection.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the

Secretary of the Army just called me.
Yesterday, I put in an amendment to
the pending matter before the Senate
with regard to the desire on behalf of
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the Congress of the United States to
see that Captain Charles ‘‘Chic’’ Bur-
lingame, the pilot of American Airlines
flight 77, be buried in his own grave
site at Arlington National Cemetery.
In recognition of the growing interest
in the Congress, I was assisted on this
by so many. My distinguished col-
leagues, Senator ALLEN, Senator
MCCAIN, and Senator INOUYE very gra-
ciously put this amendment into the
managers’ package. Senator STEVENS
and others, Senator CLELAND, and the
Senator from Louisiana are all in-
volved.

This matter has now been reviewed
by the White House and by the Sec-
retary of the Army. The Secretary of
the Army has indicated to me that he
will, under the regulations, exercise his
authority to enable this very coura-
geous and distinguished American and
Navy veteran to be buried in his own
grave, and at such time in the future to
further have his wife interred with
him.

I thank all who worked on this.
There have been many in the Chamber,
along with my colleagues in the House,
FRANK WOLF, TOM DAVIS, and others,
and also the Secretary of the Army has
worked very carefully on it. I went
over and visited the Secretary of the
Army a short time ago, having been in
conference with the two brothers of
this individual. It is a team effort by
the administration and the Congress.
The Secretary is hopeful that the Con-
gress will enact the legislation filed
yesterday because it would be an im-
portant part of the decisionmaking
process. I indicated to him I believe the
Senate would, in due course, act on it.
I am in contact with colleagues in the
House to have a companion bill acted
on.

I thank all concerned. We wish the
widow and his family and his two
brothers who worked so hard on this
the very best. So the funeral now can
go forward and he will have his own
grave site. I thank the distinguished
Presiding Officer and my colleague for
allowing me to make this statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate my colleague from Connecticut
allowing me to stand up and speak for
a brief moment before he responds. He
has an amendment.

I say to my friend from Georgia and
my friend from North Carolina, whom I
respect immensely, this is an idea
whose time has not come. Here we are
with a 28-page amendment before the
Senate that we have not read, that is
occurring at the very moment, as my
friend from Georgia says, when Amer-
ican special forces are eating dust in
Afghanistan, at a time when we were
relying upon the cooperation of an alli-
ance and a NATO and non-NATO forces
that have agreed to support us in that
effort, at a time when we are holding a
coalition together, along with many
Members who have supported this
International Criminal Court, and we

are going to try to change their minds
about how we should amend the lan-
guage of the Criminal Court to make it
a reasonable thing we could in fact
theoretically be a part of, to come
along and tell them: By the way, if you
already have signed onto this Court,
but unless you decide—as one piece of
the amendment requires—that unless
you agree ahead of time that you
would never under any circumstances
abide by this Court as it relates to the
transfer of an American person accused
of a crime, we are in effect dissing you:
We ain’t going to work with you any-
more.

It seems to me a pretty bad moment
to be making that claim at this time.
As my friend from Georgia pointed out,
we want some options. We have plenty
of time between now and the next sev-
eral months to do what we are sup-
posed to do. This was referred to the
Foreign Relations Committee. It was
introduced and referred to the com-
mittee by my distinguished colleague,
the ranking member, former chairman,
Senator HELMS, when he was chairman.
He held no hearings on it this year
after it was introduced. Since it has
been in my committee—some version
of this, not the same thing—there has
been no request for me to hold hearings
on this legislation.

Here we are on a Friday afternoon
about to pass—I hope—a significant
bill, and a 27-page amendment is
dropped on our desk that is the most
far-reaching and consequential exten-
sion of an argument against this Court
that I have ever heard. It may make
sense. Theoretically, it can make
sense. But if you are ever going to pick
a moment not to do this, it would be at
this very moment when we have just—
I have been a major party to this—lit-
erally broken the arms of the Serbs to
make sure they send Milosevic to a
criminal court. We have broken the
legs of everyone we can—figuratively
speaking—diplomatically to get Sad-
dam Hussein before a criminal court,
an international court. We have asked
them to all step up to the plate and try
to bring to trial terrorists and people
we are after—the bin Ladens—whom we
don’t want to try in this country.

It seems to me to come along, and
say, but, by the way, if you have signed
onto any of this stuff that we don’t
like, we are not only going to see to it
that we don’t cooperate with you, but
we are limiting our relationship with
you, as I read this—that is a pretty big
deal.

I wonder how Mr. Blair is thinking,
that at this moment when we are put-
ting pressure, or Mr. Schroeder, who
risked his entire government with a
vote of no confidence—he survived by I
think two votes, and I will have the
RECORD correct me if I am wrong about
the number of votes—but barely sur-
vived in order to commit German
forces to fight next to American spe-
cial forces on the ground—who strong-
ly supports this, and say, by the way,
you are our enemy if you signed onto
this Court. Give me a break.

Let us have regular order, as they
say around here. We have plenty of
time. I promise you I will hold hearings
on this. But don’t ask us to digest 27
pages of the most far-reaching applica-
tion of an objection—by the way, in the
Commerce, Justice, and State appro-
priations bill we already passed legisla-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Idaho barring cooperation with this
Court. It still takes 13 more nations to
sign on before the Court comes into ef-
fect. We have time. Let us do this in an
orderly way.

I commit to you that at the earliest
moment—if you want to pick a date, I
will give a date—I will come back dur-
ing recess and hold hearings. Let us get
some serious people in here giving seri-
ous input. Just possibly, you people
have missed something. Just possibly,
you have inadvertently made a mis-
take in how broad this is, which may
harm American troops. I do not know
that it does. But I have been around
here long enough to know that my
mother’s expression is a correct one:
Often the road to hell is paved with
good intentions. I have no doubt about
the intentions. But I have some con-
cern that you may have paved the road
to hell a little bit for the very Amer-
ican personnel we are trying to save.

I really ask you in a more sober mo-
ment, even before we get on to the de-
bate—I don’t want to discourage my
friend from Connecticut either—to sort
of stand down here. I promise you I will
set hearings. I will hold the hearings. I
will not attempt in any way to delay
reporting out legislation on this sub-
ject. Let us do this in the normal legis-
lative way.

I thank my colleagues. I appreciate
their intent. I know there is not a sin-
gle Senator who doesn’t share this con-
cern. The last thing we want is an
American tried before a kangaroo
court.

I respectfully suggest that we are
sending some sort of silly signals right
now to the world. We are asking the
world to join us. We are asking the
world to participate with us. We are
asking the world to try bad guys who
have committed crimes against hu-
manity, and yet we are setting up mili-
tary tribunals and blanket, broad,
broad pieces of legislation such as this
that we really haven’t had hearings on,
haven’t thought through, haven’t de-
bated, and haven’t refined.

I do not know that I am against this.
Russell Long once said to me after I
said to him, ‘‘But, Mr. Chairman, I am
not sure about this piece of legisla-
tion,’’ ‘‘JOE, let me tell you something.
Around this place, when in doubt, vote
no.’’

I am in doubt. I don’t know how you
cannot be in doubt. This is 27 pages
long, and we are going to do this in the
next 15 minutes. I think it is a mis-
take.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I strongly

urge the authors of this amendment to



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12616 December 7, 2001
consider the offer just made by the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee.

The Senator from Delaware pointed
out, putting aside for a second whether
or not you would disagree with the pro-
visions in this amendment of 28 pages,
that this is a proposal that has never
really been debated or considered by
committee. Something as far reaching
as this is something this body, regard-
less of where one may stand ultimately
on the question of an international
criminal court, needs to be prudent in
considering. None of us in this body
ever wants to see our American men
and women in uniform be placed in
jeopardy anywhere. I do not know that
anyone can tell you with any certainty
whether or not that would be the case
if this amendment were adopted.

Sometimes when we get in the mid-
dle of a debate and start arguing these
things, emotions get carried away and
it gets harder. I would like to pause for
a moment. If both sides agreed to wait
a bit and consider this issue at a later
date, I certainly would withdraw my
amendment. I have a simple amend-
ment which just asks the President to
report to the Congress any additional
legislative action he would deem nec-
essary for us to deal with this issue
that the Senator from North Carolina
has placed before us. I do not know how
my colleagues feel about that. But I
urge them to consider debating this
later. We can then debate this in a
proper fashion rather than do it here
this afternoon.

I will note the absence of a quorum
and take a minute to see if there is any
possibility—does my colleague from
Idaho wish to respond?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, I cannot speak for Sen-
ator HELMS. I think all of us under-
stand—whether by the lateness of the
hour or the length of the amendment—
that the ITC, with 13 remaining na-
tions, does not blink nor cause it to
react to any extensive hearings that
may have been held by the Senator
from Delaware.

Action on the part of this Congress
and our President to ultimately pro-
tect our own citizens and men and
women in uniform and the protection
of our sovereignty and our constitu-
tional rights is really the question
here. None of us should be frightened
by a fear that somehow bin Laden or
Milosevic would not be appropriately
treated.

We have now had the Judiciary Com-
mittee hold hearings for the last 2 days
on a military tribunal. Our President
has already spoken as to how they
might deal with terrorists once cap-
tured.

Mr. DODD. If I might reclaim my
time.

Mr. CRAIG. What I am saying is,
hearings should have been held some
time ago. It is a critical issue that the
last President put before this body, in
essence, by signing the treaty. Yet it
has not been done. My guess is, this is

a critical debate and the appropriate
amendment to deal with it.

Mr. DODD. I reclaim my time. I
guess the answer is no. We are going to
have to go through this process, which
I regret deeply because I do not believe
the Senator from Idaho or the Senator
from North Carolina or the Senator
from Connecticut could say to you, Mr.
President, with any certainty, what we
are about to adopt here is in the best
interest of our country or our indi-
vidual men and women in uniform.

Let me tell you what this amend-
ment does, as I read it. This amend-
ment would prohibit the United States
from aiding in the prosecution of war
criminals before the International
Criminal Court, even if the criminal
may have perpetrated crimes against
America. We are prohibited by this
amendment to participate in any pros-
ecution.

Second, it would limit U.S. participa-
tion in peacekeeping operations unless
we get an ironclad commitment from
the ICC that under no circumstances
would U.S. persons be subjected to the
jurisdiction of the Court.

Furthermore, this amendment would
prohibit us from assisting any country
that is party to the ICC. We provide as-
sistance to countries all across the
globe. Are we really, at this juncture,
on a Friday afternoon, now going to
bar all future assistance to countries
that may participate in the formation
of a court?

As I said, back in September when
this matter was first raised by the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, if the Treaty
of Rome were put before this body, I
would not vote for it. This body is not
prepared to ratify that treaty. My con-
cern is that if Senator HELMS’ amend-
ment passes, this treaty may go for-
ward and we will have no say in the
process. As my colleagues have pointed
out, 13 other nations may sign on to it.
If they do, then all of the matters we
pass here may be for little or any good
at all. In fact, the very concerns that
my colleague from Georgia, and others,
have raised may, in fact, occur as a re-
sult of our nonparticipation in the
drafting of this treaty.

I think the United States should re-
main engaged in trying to fashion this
Court in a way that would protect our
men and women in uniform. That way
at least we maximize the possibility
that this Court is going to do what we
would like it to do.

I find it somewhat ironic that today
is December 7, and 60 years ago today
Pearl Harbor was attacked, as we all
know. We listened to the eloquent re-
marks of our colleague from Hawaii
earlier today. Four years later, the
United States, at our urging, estab-
lished a criminal court in a place
called Nuremberg, with the coopera-
tion of our allies, to prosecute those
who had prosecuted the war. And we
did it not just in Europe but also in the
Pacific with a separate set of trials.

In a sense, what this amendment
would do is prohibit a future Nurem-
berg.

I do not think, on this day of all
days, considering, if you will, the role
that we played in the post-World War
II period of trying to build institutions
where the rule of law prevailed, that
the Senate, the body charged in the
legislative branch with dealing with
the international relations issues of
our country, would adopt an amend-
ment that says we are not going to par-
ticipate in any kind of an international
criminal court.

I find it stunning that we can do
that. I have offered a second-degree
amendment which very simply would
say that the Rome statute establishing
the International Criminal Court
would not enter into force, and that
Congress has confidence in President
Bush’s ability to protect U.S. interests.

The last thing it calls for is that the
President shall report to the Congress
on any additional legislative actions
necessary to advance and protect U.S.
interests as it relates to the establish-
ment of the International Criminal
Court.

The Senator from Delaware has al-
ready pointed out, that we are trying
to build transnational support for deal-
ing with terrorism. The President has
told us terrorists and their terrorist
cells may exist in 60 countries. We are
going to need a remarkable level of co-
operation if we are going to success-
fully prosecute, capture, and try these
individuals.

We have already seen some of the dif-
ficulties related to the cooperation we
are seeking to bring terrorists to jus-
tice. What is going to be the reaction
of the international community if we
adopt this amendment at the very hour
we are reaching out our hands saying:
Will you join with us as we seek to
prosecute those who perpetrated the
crimes on September 11? When we are
telling those countries we are not
going to participate in any peace-
keeping operations, we are not going to
provide any aid to any countries that
participate or sign on to this treaty?

This is what we should be doing: We
should maintain a policy of fully sup-
porting the due process rights of all
U.S. citizens before foreign tribunals,
including the International Criminal
Court. We should continue to partici-
pate in negotiations of the Preparatory
Commission for the International
Criminal Court as an observer. At an
assembly of states and parties, that is
how you are going to effect the
change—by being at the table, not by
walking away from it.

This is the United States of America.
We are not some Third World country.
We claim to be a leader in the world to
do what we can to ensure the rules of
procedure are in evidence and that ele-
ments of crime adopted by the Inter-
national Criminal Court conform to
the U.S. standards of due process for-
mally adopted by the assembly.

How is that going to occur if we
adopt this amendment? We ought to
seek a definition of the crime of ag-
gression under the Rome statute that
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is consistent with international law
and fully respects the right of self-de-
fense of the United States and its al-
lies.

We ought to be there to ensure that
U.S. interests are protected in negotia-
tions over the remaining elements of
the International Criminal Court to
provide appropriate diplomatic legal
assistance to U.S. citizens, especially
the U.S. representatives and their de-
pendents who face prosecution without
full due process in any forum.

That is what we ought to be doing.
That is the role of a great nation. That
is the role of the United States. That is
what we did in the post-World War II
period. We did not back away. We did
not take an 18th or 19th century ap-
proach to the world. We engaged the
world.

In fact, I remember—my colleagues
may not know all of the history—but
the choice of Nuremberg was not acci-
dental. The choice could have been
elsewhere. But Robert Jackson, who
led the U.S. delegation prosecutorial
team, selected Nuremberg because it
was at Nuremberg that the Nazis wrote
the laws that gave them the fake jus-
tification, if you will, to engage in the
butchering that they brought on the
world. It was at Nuremberg, Germany,
where that happened.

So Robert Jackson said: Why don’t
we go back to that very place and show
the world that in civilized societies the
rule of law prevails?

There were people who argued force-
fully that there should have been sum-
mary executions of the defendants at
Nuremberg. Just execute them. That
was the argument. Line them up
against a wall and shoot them. Believe
me, there were a lot of people who
could make a strong claim that should
have been the process. Millions of peo-
ple lost their lives at the hands of
those butchers.

But wiser voices prevailed. They said:
No, no. We are not going to allow the
world to see us act, in a sense, little
differently than those who committed
the crimes. We are going to provide
them with a tribunal, an international
criminal court. The argument that was
raised against it was not illegitimate.
It was ex post facto. We established it
after the fact, but I think most agree
today that the Nuremberg tribunal was
conducted fairly, that those who were
brought before that criminal court
were given an opportunity to present
their cases, and were tried fairly. Most
were convicted, most were executed;
some actually were exonerated; some
got lesser sentences.

The point I am making is, today
could there be another Nuremberg?
Could we participate in a Nuremberg?
Would we be advocating it? If we adopt
this amendment, does that put us on
the side of the Robert Jacksons in 1945,
or does it put us on the side of re-
trenching and pulling back and not en-
gaging?

I honestly believe the Rome Treaty is
flawed—terribly flawed—but I also be-

lieve my country ought not walk away
from its responsibilities. We may be
about to adopt an amendment, in my
view, that takes us in the opposite di-
rection.

I am terribly disappointed we are
even debating this amendment under
these circumstances, a 28-page amend-
ment involving all sorts of intricate
matters that could complicate the role
of our government at this very hour,
putting us in a position of walking
away from International Criminal
Court. That is a dreadful mistake of
historic proportions.

What a tragedy, as we begin the 21st
century, that this great Senate, given
those who preceded us, those who
fought for a Marshall plan, those who
fought for the establishment of the
United Nations, those who fought for
the establishment of the Court at The
Hague, those who fought to establish
rules on human rights, those whose
very seats we sit in, we would pass an
amendment contrary to their legacies.
What a legacy for us. We are involved
in the greatest challenge that America
has faced since the conflict of World
War II, and we may be about to adopt
an amendment that would set back all
of the efforts that were made in the
post-World War II period. I am
ashamed, in a sense, that we are about
to adopt language which would put our
country in that position.

At the appropriate time, I will ask
my colleagues at least to consider my
second-degree amendment which would
allow for the President and others to
report back what we might do and how
we might address this issue, how we
might affect the assembly that meets
to establish the International Criminal
Court, and how we can have some posi-
tive effect on what rules and regula-
tions are going to be established there.

That is what I would hope we would
do. For those reasons, I urge the rejec-
tion of the amendment offered by my
friend and colleague from North Caro-
lina, and support for my amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, before my
colleague from Connecticut leaves the
floor, let me suggest to him in all sin-
cerity that he has no reason to be
ashamed, no reason to be ashamed of
engaging in this debate, or in talking,
as he has so proudly, about the legacy
of Nuremberg and our Nation’s leader-
ship there. Nuremberg was a unique
and terrible case and we addressed that
issue as we should, and we did it in a
most appropriate fashion. On other oc-
casions, our Nation has engaged in
international tribunals for specific pur-
poses. But there is a very real dif-
ference today between that which we
debate in the ICC and a Nuremberg ex-
ample.

Nuremberg was a case in point to ad-
dress the dramatic crisis coming out of
and during World War II and those who
perpetuated those horrendous acts. It

was a temporary tribunal. What we de-
bate today is a permanent tribunal,
one that stays in constant existence,
one that has an international pros-
ecutor, and one that chooses to operate
under a set of laws that is constant.
Not that we would ever again engage in
a tribunal to deal with a Milosevic. We
have. We will. And we should. Nor
would we ever again engage in tribu-
nals that would deal with terrorists
who would bring acts against this
country or other nations of the world.
We have. We will.

It is not that we are shucking from
international leadership to suggest
that we will not adhere to an inter-
national perpetuated body that takes
away the sovereignty of our citizens
and our men and women in uniform
and our protections under the Con-
stitution; that we should walk away
from, that we should be proud to walk
away from.

That is exactly what the Senator
from North Carolina is proposing with
his amendment. We have dealt with
this issue at length. There is a great
deal more that we should probably talk
about, and the time is limited this
evening.

The Senator from Connecticut talked
about failing to assist countries. That
provision was taken out of the bill of
the Senator from North Carolina. If it
were still in there and if it still quali-
fied under the rules of the Senate, if
you go on, it says we could waive that
exception, that we could waive that
prohibition on a selective basis. Does
that sound like a weak Third World na-
tion running from its international re-
sponsibility or does that sound like a
world leader having the right to pick
or choose for its citizens under its Con-
stitution and not the rule of the United
Nations? That is what we are talking
about. That is fundamentally the issue.

We all know the history of this. Even
when President Clinton signed this
treaty in the final hours of his admin-
istration, his own words were:

Significant flaws exist in this document.

Therefore, he did not send it to the
Senate for ratification because he
knew that it had great problems and
some of those problems are the kinds of
problems that the Senator from North
Carolina is attempting to address.
Rather it is whether or not we are fun-
damentally committed to the sov-
ereign rule of the domestic law of our
country under the U.S. Constitution as
opposed to global justice under U.N.
auspices. I don’t know how to put it
much clearer than that, for there can
only be one answer, my guess is, for
the majority of my colleagues. That
means the United States must stand
firmly against the concept and the re-
ality of an ICC.

No matter what we debate here today
and no matter what action we take, if
13 more nations ratify this under U.N.
rule, this is the law of the world, so to
speak. Therefore, whether we try to
shield our own from it, it is possible
still that a rogue international pros-
ecutor, using the ICC, could bring some
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of our men and women in uniform or
any citizen of the United States over 18
years of age under its jurisdiction.

This also means that trying to fix
the treaty’s flaws is in itself a great
problem. Instead of mistakenly trying
to fix the Rome treaty’s flaws, the
United States must recognize that the
ICC is a fundamental threat to Amer-
ican sovereignty and civil liberty and
that no deal, nor any deal, nor any
compromise in that concept and under
that reality is possible.

We will engage internationally. We
have and we will constantly do so. We
are world leaders and we are proud of
that. We also understand the awesome
responsibility that goes with it. But to
suggest that we hand this authority
over to the United Nations and to sug-
gest that they would use it in
perpetuum, in a constant and uniform
manner, we saw one of those rogue as-
semblies occur in Africa recently, and
we had to walk away from it. We had
to denounce it because of its outspoken
racist arguments. It was something of
which we could not be a part.

Is this to suggest that something
similar to this could not happen or
would not happen in the future with
this kind of a body if we don’t have the
right to selectively choose to create,
for the purpose and the intent at the
time, an international tribunal that
ought to be assembled for the purpose
of dealing with an unjust act to hu-
manity around the world? That is the
issue about which we are talking. That
is exactly the issue that the Senator
from North Carolina is attempting to
address.

Have we addressed this before? Yes.
Have I been to the floor before to speak
about it? Yes. Did we address it? Most
clearly, we did. In the Commerce,
State, and Justice appropriations bill
this year, we prohibited the use of
funds for the ICC or for its preparatory
commission. That is the law of the
land, as we speak. We passed it. We
provided that protection this year in
this Senate. It is important that we
recognize that we have already made
those kinds of observations.

It said very clearly: None of these
funds appropriated or otherwise made
available by this act shall be available
for cooperation with or assistance or
for other support to the International
Criminal Court or preparatory commis-
sion.

I don’t think we could get much
clearer. Use of the State Department’s
funds for cooperation with the ICC or
the preparatory commission is prohib-
ited. That is clear. It was necessary to
do. We spoke out as we should have on
that issue.

Let me talk about one other very im-
portant aspect because the Senator
from Connecticut appropriately ad-
dressed the circumstances of today and
how that all fits.

I do not think by our acting this
evening in support of the amendment
of the Senator from North Carolina we
are, in fact, turning our back on the

bad actors of the world, the bin Ladens
or the Milosevics or the Saddam Hus-
seins. Not at all. We are speaking to
the direct opposite. We are speaking to
the right of an American citizen and
the American men and women in uni-
form and their protection under our
law.

When the time comes—and it may
well—to address the problems created
by the gentlemen I have just men-
tioned, this country will stand up and
ask the world to stand with it for the
purpose of dealing with those kinds of
international outlaws.

As we develop our relationships
around the world and the new coali-
tions that our Secretary of State is
trying to form at this moment with
Arab nations in search of terrorist
groups, the renunciation of this Court
has nothing to do with that. Those are
case-by-case, nation-by-nation rela-
tionships.

What the rest of the world knows is
that we are a nation of law and we pro-
tect the right of our citizens under
that law within the Constitution. To
speak out now for that purpose instead
of handing it over to—or to arguably
do so, an international body, I think
speaks quite the opposite; that some-
how we have softened, adjusted, or
changed.

No, I do not think that is what we
ought to be about. More importantly, I
think that a loud, clear statement to-
night to protect our men and women in
uniform—and I wish we could go fur-
ther to say all Americans—is a right
and appropriate thing. Our men and
our women are in the deserts and the
sands of Afghanistan as we speak. As
the year plays out and as we move into
the next year and the next in our pur-
suit of international terrorism, they
may be somewhere else around the
world because we are a world leader,
and we want and hope the world will
follow us in our pursuit of inter-
national terrorists.

If that day comes, beyond the mili-
tary tribunals that our President has
already shaped, that we need an inter-
national forum in which to address this
issue, that is the day we assemble it,
that is the day we bring the United Na-
tions and the rest of the world with us.
But not now, nor ever, should we arbi-
trarily give away the right of the cit-
izen, wherever he or she may be around
the world, to have the protection under
our Constitution and under our law of
that constitutional right that a native-
born American or a naturalized Amer-
ican citizen has. That is the funda-
mental debate.

The Senator from Connecticut and I
really do not have many differences.
We agree fundamentally on all of those
things. I do not believe it is a negative
statement to the world that we stand
tall and demonstrate our leadership for
our citizens and our people under our
Constitution.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

KOHL). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wish to ad-
dress this issue in the context of to-
day’s events. Two things in particular
strike me about this debate, and I want
to make it clear at the beginning that
I support Senator HELMS and what he
is trying to do to protect the men and
women in our military whom we put in
harm’s way to fight for peace and secu-
rity from terrorism in faraway places.
Before the war on terrorism is con-
cluded, we are likely to find them
fighting in farflung reaches of the
globe against the scourge of terrorism.

What we are concerned about is the
possibility that they would fall into
the hands of an enemy that would put
them on trial under trumped-up
charges, with very little in the way of
rights before an International Criminal
Court or under its jurisdiction.

Is this an unreasonable fear? I note
some of the countries that have signed
up to the ICC, some real bastions of
civil rights and civil liberties: Algeria,
Cambodia, Haiti, Iran, Nigeria, Sudan,
Syria, Yemen. Those would be great
places to be tried in if you were in the
American military and you had been
fighting some tin-horn dictator who
got ahold of you and decided to put you
on trial.

To me the interesting juxtaposition
in the debate that has been going on in
this country for the last 2 or 3 weeks—
and we witnessed some of it yesterday
before the Senate Judiciary Committee
in which many liberals in the United
States are very concerned about the
civil rights of terrorists or people who
are accused of terrorism and are rais-
ing all manner of questions about the
possibility that military commissions
established by the United States in fur-
therance of our war against terrorism
will somehow, possibly, maybe, deny
some right to a terrorist.

That is a matter of great concern to
them. They have taken space in op-ed
pages of newspapers, editorial pages of
the newspapers, hours of conversation
as talking heads on these television
programs and, indeed, even some ques-
tions raised by Members in the Con-
gress about what the United States
proposes to do in establishing military
commissions and how that might de-
prive a terrorist or a person accused of
terrorism of some civil rights. Their
concern for the rights of these people is
touching.

I have found it a little bit out of pri-
ority or out of sync with priorities. It
seems the first priority of those of us
who are sworn to protect our constitu-
ents, our American citizens, ought to
be to ensure their protection. But it
was interesting that almost all of the
questions from my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, both in the
hearing with Attorney General
Ashcroft and the head of the Criminal
Division, Michael Chertoff, were not fo-
cused on ways in which we could give
the Justice Department or Defense De-
partment greater tools in the war on
terrorism to protect Americans. Al-
most all of the questions were focused
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on whether maybe we were going a lit-
tle too far in the creation of military
commissions and maybe we ought to be
more concerned about the rights of the
terrorists who were going to be tried in
these military commissions. It is an in-
teresting proposition, to be sure.

We can have that debate. It would be
a lot better to have it when we are not
at war, but at least some legitimate
questions were raised. I certainly take
nothing from my colleagues who want-
ed to get to the bottom of what is
being done. But I find it ironic on that
day, yesterday, we can be debating
with great concern over the rights of
terrorists in a military commission, in
a trial following some kind of military
action, and yet seem to be a lot less
concerned about the plight of Amer-
ican military personnel who might find
themselves put on trial in a foreign
country under an International Crimi-
nal Court procedure.

The United States is not a party to
this, and given the kind of countries
that have set it up, I think it will be a
long time before we will be a party be-
cause they do not have the same kind
of concept of justice we do, they are
not willing to abide by the same kind
of rules the United States will create
for those we put on trial. Rest assured,
people we try will very much get a fair
and full trial. It will probably be a lot
like the courts martial we provide for
our own military personnel.

What we are concerned about here is
not just sovereignty, the right of the
United States to protect its interests.
We are also concerned about two other
things. We are concerned about pro-
tecting our young men and women
whom we put in harm’s way, in the
first instance, to try to protect peace
and security for people and do not want
to jeopardize this, in the second in-
stance, should they fall into the wrong
hands and be put on trial.

Also, paradoxically, I am concerned
about the ability of the United States
to sustain future operations of the
kinds that were engaged in Afghani-
stan today and hopefully will be en-
gaged in other places around the globe
if there is a concern not that we will
suffer casualties. We become very cas-
ualty averse these days. It is a wonder-
ful thing not to have the same kind of
casualties we used to in war, and we
are getting used to that.

I hope we would not hesitate to send
in troops to fight for security from ter-
rorism, for peace, for freedom in places
we think that is important because of
the threat that should our military
personnel fall into the wrong hands
they are going to be tried by people we
believe have no right trying them,
under procedures that would not sus-
tain muster by the United States. That
is why we have not signed on to the
ICC.

As has been noted before, President
Clinton was very concerned about the
inability to protect our service people
under the ICC jurisdiction.

Running away from the world? My
colleague from Connecticut and I have

the same view of the role of the United
States being willing to reach out to the
oppressed of the world when that also
advances the interests of the United
States, and we have never hesitated
from spilling our blood and spending
our treasure on behalf of others when
we have believed that was the right
and moral and just thing to do, and we
have done it. We have never shirked
our duty.

Every one of us in this body sup-
ported the resolution to authorize the
President to once again send our young
men and women into combat, if nec-
essary, to protect the rights of people
abroad, as well as, hopefully providing,
for a safer world for Americans at
home.

We will not shirk from our duties by
failing to participate in a flawed treaty
signed by the likes of Sudan and Iran
and Iraq and Haiti and Cambodia and
countries such as that. That is not my
idea of statesmanship, of rushing to
join with these groups of people and
sign on to something that, as President
Clinton has said, is fatally flawed.

No. We exercise leadership by saying:
We are not going to play that game. It
is fraudulent. You all create these
international regimes to make your-
selves look good, to make it look like
you are for right, truth, and justice.
We know you are not, and we are not
going to play that game. When you get
serious about negotiating the rights
and protections that we demand of our
men and women in the military when
we send them abroad, then we will get
serious and talk to you about this.
Until then, no. The United States will
act in its own interest first protecting
its sovereignty and its own citizens.

We are not the leader of the world for
nothing. We have gotten there because
we have been willing to do this: not to
be a follower but to be a leader. To be
a leader sometimes is to say to other
nations such as the ones I have read
off, we are not going to follow you. We
do not think your motives are clear.
We think you have it all wrong, and
until you are willing to listen to us
about what is necessary to protect the
rights of everyone, not just Americans
but certainly Americans included, we
are not going to play your game.

I resent the notion that failing to
join up with the likes of that group of
countries is somehow abdicating our
responsibility. I think the President of
the United States has it right. He cam-
paigned on a theme and he has been
working on a theme that we are going
to do what we believe is in the best in-
terest of the United States, consistent
with the interests of other people
around the world.

The first thing we are going to do is
we are going to protect ourselves from
a weapon of mass destruction delivered
by a missile from a rogue nation. Mis-
sile defense, if you do not like it,
tough. We are going to protect the
American citizens from that kind of a
threat.

Another thing we are going to do is
we are going to reduce the number of

nuclear warheads in our arsenal, and
we do not have to sign a treaty with
anybody to do it. If it is in our best in-
terest, we are going to do it.

President Vladimir Putin of Russia
and President Bush get together and
they agree this is a smart thing for
both countries to do. I suspect Presi-
dent Putin will end up doing the same
thing for the benefit of his country.
You do not have to join up in all kinds
of multilateral regimes around the
world in order to accomplish good
things, and sometimes it is not smart
to do this. It is better to hold back and
provide leadership by demonstrating
that you are prepared to do it in a dif-
ferent way, and the way some of these
countries have thought about doing it
is not the right way.

I support the amendment of the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, the purpose
of which is to protect our military per-
sonnel from an improper, imperfect
system that we all recognize we have
to try to improve if we are ever going
to be a part of it. Until that date
comes, to ensure that they are not put
in harm’s way—and the provisions of
this amendment will make it much
more likely, it seems to me. Yes, it will
get people’s attention, and I think it
will make it much more likely they
will sit down and negotiate responsibly
with the United States so that perhaps
someday we can have a multilateral re-
gime called an international criminal
court.

Until we get to the point where our
rights are respected, the country that
has provided more rights for more peo-
ple in the history of the world than any
other country, until that date comes,
we need to adopt the amendment of the
Senator from North Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, at this point I do not

desire to prolong the proceedings, but
so many strange statements are being
made that have no relationship with
accuracy that I have to correct some of
them.

Before I do that, let me say I do not
have two better friends in this body
than Senator BIDEN, who is now chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee—and I cannot remember who
was the former chairman—and the fa-
ther of Grace, that little sweet thing in
Connecticut. That is a wonderful pic-
ture he sent, and I bear him no ill will,
but I wish I was on their side on this
because they are so eloquent and, if I
may say so, they are so loud.

In any case, the statement they made
that we have not had any hearings in
the Foreign Relations Committee, that
is strange. On Wednesday, June 14 of
last year, 2000, 3:30 p.m., Dirksen Build-
ing, 419, the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations held a hearing on the Inter-
national Criminal Court protecting
American servicemen and officials
from the threat of international pros-
ecution. The witnesses included the
Honorable Caspar W. Weinberger,
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former Secretary of Defense, and chief
executive officer of Forbes, Incor-
porated. Then there is a distinguished
professor, Dr. Jeremy B. Rabkin, from
the Department of Government, Cor-
nell University, and Ruth Wedgwood,
professor of law at Yale University.
That was a good hearing. I was there.

Then on Tuesday, July 20 of 1999, we
had an Ambassador-at-large for War
Crimes Issues, the Honorable David A.
Scheffer, and this was a closed door
hearing so that he could speak can-
didly and not be put on record.

Then on Thursday, July 23, 1998, in
the Dirksen Building, the Foreign Re-
lations Committee heard panel 1, the
Honorable David Scheffer, Ambas-
sador-at-large for War Crimes Issues,
and panel 2, the Honorable John
Bolton—most Senators have heard of
John—Lee Casey, attorney from
Hunton & Williams, Washington, DC,
and Michael P. Scharf, professor of law,
Boston, MA.

The point is, the President of the
United States wants this amendment.
He does not want a second-degree
amendment to it. He wants this amend-
ment. We have worked it out with the
President, and I think he is entitled to
have some consideration on this with-
out a whole lot of gobbledegook that is
meaningless and, in some cases, not
even close to the truth.

I do not mind being opposed, but I
hope we can lower our voices. I had to
turn my hearing aid down because the
sound was ringing in my ears. Can we
not address this in a rational sort of
way?

Frankly, I have my doubts about
some of these judges of other countries
with which we do business. I will not
identify the country because it is a per-
sonal matter, but there is the wife of
an ambassador to the United States
from one of our finest allies whose hus-
band kidnapped their two little boys
and took them to his home in a foreign
country. You can’t even get the courts
of that foreign country to do anything
about it—even giving the wife of this
Ambassador to the United States a
hearing.

This is the kind of thing we run into.
I don’t want our servicemen subjected
to any kind of inhibitions not to their
benefit.

If anybody with a second-degree
amendment can present credentials
that they have the support for their
second-degree amendment from vet-
erans organizations, veterans publica-
tions, veterans representations, rep-
resenting 5.5 million servicemen in this
country, let the Senators present their
credentials and I will be impressed.

But, no, they don’t agree with me on
this International Criminal Court.
They have not done anything to move
it along in the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee despite my exhortations. And I
understand that. The legislative proc-
ess works that way, and I don’t get my
feelings hurt if I don’t get my way on
things. But I will be here until mid-
night before I submit to the suggestion

that this amendment ought not be ap-
proved by the Senate.

I hope we can move along without so
much waste of time, but I would hope
that any Senator who wants to attack
this amendment will tell why he is dis-
agreeing with the President of the
United States. I want him to present
his credentials as to the support from
servicemen and service organizations
representing 5.5 million people. If they
can present the credentials, I will back
up and not push the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
rise today in opposition to the amend-
ment. In my view, the International
Criminal Court, as established under
the Rome statute of 1998, represents a
unique opportunity to bring justice to
the international community and to
help in the fight against future war
crimes, genocide, and other crimes
against humanity. That is an impor-
tant mission.

The Rome statute is the result of 5
years of negotiations by more than 100
countries. The United States was an
active leader in these negotiations.
Frankly, after years of support for the
process, leading to the Court’s forma-
tion, it is unwise to turn our backs on
it now. If properly implemented, the
ICC would go a long way toward pre-
venting catastrophes such as those we
recently witnessed in Bosnia, East
Timor, and Rwanda. The ICC is not
going to prevent all future human
rights violations but it can deter those
who would commit genocide, punish
those who do, and offer justice instead
of revenge and contribute to a process
of peace and reconciliation.

Now, there are Senators who have as-
serted today that the International
Criminal Court is part of the United
Nations. It is a common mistake. For
the record, the Court will be inde-
pendent from the United Nations and
governed and funded by its own assem-
bly of state parties. Jurisdiction, judi-
cial decisionmaking, and legal author-
ity will be given only to this inde-
pendent Court, not to the United Na-
tions.

What is more, some of my colleagues
in the Senate have opposed the Rome
statute because they fear that the ICC
will expose American service men and
women abroad to frivolous prosecution.
But American negotiators, led by Am-
bassador David Scheffer, have achieved
remarkable progress during the treaty
negotiations to effectively address
these concerns. Any prosecution before
the ICC would take place only if the
domestic judicial system were unwill-
ing or unwilling to make a good-faith
inquiry into allegations of war crimes.
I cannot emphasize this point strongly
enough.

This amendment would restrict the
role of the United States in future
peacekeeping missions unless the
United Nations exempts U.S. troops
from the Court. It would also prohibit

U.S. aid and input into the Court and
block U.S. aid to allies unless they
agree to shield American troops on
their soil from ICC prosecution.

The timing of this amendment could
not be worse. As the world unites to
combat terrorism, we should be active
partners in encouraging an end to im-
punity for human rights violators, not
skeptical detractors. We need a place
where perpetrators of human rights
abuses are held accountable. In passing
the Helms amendment, I fear we will be
sending a horrible message to the
international community. It is as if we
cannot even be involved in the negotia-
tions, sitting down at the table and
helping to shape what could be such an
important institution.

The Court will be established wheth-
er we like it or not. The authority of
the future Court derives from the 120
votes garnered in Rome, the signatures
subsequently of 137 nations and ratifi-
cations of 47 states. All members of
NATO, the European Union and most
in Latin America have signed or rati-
fied. Recently the United Kingdom and
Switzerland became the 42nd and 43rd
countries to ratify, and Hungary be-
came the 47th nation to do so.

Given these realities, we should op-
pose this amendment, hastening in-
stead to assure the Court is a good one,
inculcating the American values of de-
mocracy, rules of law, and an end to
impunity. The United States should re-
main engaged while protecting Amer-
ican citizens and military people from
politicized prosecution by the Inter-
national Criminal Court or by any
other foreign tribunal.

If America turns its back on the ne-
gotiations, and the Helms amendment
would make it impossible for us to be
involved in the negotiations, this op-
portunity to secure international jus-
tice will be lost. Only through engage-
ment, which this amendment makes
impossible, can the United States live
up to the truly inescapable promise of
‘‘never again.’’

Thank you. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the de-
bate this afternoon has covered a good
many issues of real importance and
concern to the United States and to
the world. However, I suggest that the
preferable approach would be for the
United States to participate, to try to
make the rules of the International
Criminal Court satisfactory to the na-
tional interests of the United States,
and to establish a framework for the
rule of law in the world.

There is no doubt that the United
States is going to act in what is in the
United States’ national interests. That
is a fundamental rule of how nations
behave and should behave. There are
real problems which could be posed by
an international criminal court and
which are now present, for example, in
the War Crimes Tribunal on Yugo-
slavia. It is not well-known that Carla
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del Ponte, the prosecutor at The
Hague, considered a criminal prosecu-
tion against General Wesley Clark for
targeting civilians and for being care-
less in the targeting of military instal-
lations which threaten civilians. That
consideration was undertaken by the
prosecutor at The Hague, the War
Crimes Tribunal for Yugoslavia, on the
initiation of Yugoslavia, backed by
Russia.

I had an opportunity last January to
talk to prosecutor Carla del Ponte
about that and expressed surprise that
someone like General Clark, who was
acting on behalf of NATO and carrying
out air strikes that were authorized by
this body, the Senate, could be subject
to that kind of a criminal prosecution
for what was essentially an action au-
thorized by the United States, author-
ized by the United Nations, and author-
ized by NATO. That kind of power in
the hands of the prosecutor is really
extraordinary.

As is generally known, I have had
some experience as prosecuting attor-
ney—having been District Attorney for
Philadelphia for some 8 years, and hav-
ing seen the kind of discretionary ac-
tions that a prosecutor can take when
it is a matter of interpreting facts.

When we talk about soldiers in the
United States who are in harm’s way
being subject to criminal prosecution,
that certainly is a problem, and a real
problem. However, what we need to do,
in my opinion, is work to structure an
international criminal court which
makes sense, which does not subject
U.S. soldiers, or General Clark, or per-
haps Senators who vote on a resolution
to authorize air strikes, to criminal
prosecution. However, the Inter-
national Criminal Court, I believe, is
coming. If 13 more nations ratify the
International Criminal Court treaty, it
purports to come into existence.

Frankly, I do not think even if it
comes into existence it is going to be
able, as a matter of operational prac-
tice, to subject General Clark, U.S. sol-
diers, or U.S. personnel to prosecution
unless somebody happens to be in a
country and is detained somewhere. I
think that would be a most extraor-
dinary and unlikely event. However, we
do see quite a trend in the inter-
national rule of law with the court for
Yugoslavia and the court for Rwanda.

It is my hope that we can find a way
to see it structured so that it does not
inappropriately subject people to
criminal prosecution.

The amendment of the Senator from
North Carolina is very detailed. It pro-
hibits extradition. I do not know if you
need another law that prohibits extra-
dition. If the United States does not
have an extradition treaty with the
International Criminal Court, or a
body which represents it, there is no
extradition. You have to have a treaty
for that which talks about letters of in-
terrogatory, which I do not think is
highly significant as an evidence-gath-
ering measure. However, there is a pro-
vision here to free members of the

Armed Forces of the United States and
other persons who are detained, and a
provision which says, ‘‘The President is
authorized to use all means necessary
and appropriate to bring about the re-
lease of any person’’—and it has a de-
scription. I do not know that we really
want to be in a situation where the
United States is going to go to war
with the International Criminal Court,
which is somewhat reminiscent of the
resolution of the use of force, which we
passed on the terrorism issue.

The International Criminal Court
was considered at some length in a res-
olution sponsored by the Senator from
Connecticut and myself in the early
1980s, at a time when we were dealing
with international drug trafficking,
and we were finding it impossible to
get Colombia to turn over drug traf-
fickers to the United States for pros-
ecution in our courts.

It was a matter of national pride that
Colombia and other Latin American
countries were not about to turn their
citizens over to the United States for
trial in our courts. However, had there
been an international court, I think
that might have been achieved.

We had a similar problem in the mid-
1980s with terrorists when we could
identify the terrorists. At that time, I
urged that the United States take
forceful action in international law to
go and arrest terrorists, which we had
a right to do as a matter of national
self-defense. We had a right to arrest
Osama bin Laden before September
11th this year based on the indictments
which were obtained for murdering
Americans in Mogadishu, Somalia in
1993, and for murdering Americans in
the embassies in Africa in 1998. We
were on notice that Osama bin Laden
had threatened America with a world-
wide jihad, that he was implicated in
the bombing of the U.S.S. Cole, and
other acts of terrorism and sabotage.

Thomas Friedman wrote an article
which appeared in the newspapers
about Osama bin Laden on June 28 that
was a facetious memorandum from bin
Laden to the world about how he had
scared the United States out of Jordan
and out of the Mideast; and, about his
operatives talking on cellular phones.
He was well known.

We had a right at that time to bring
him to trial in U.S. courts. Perhaps if
there had been an international crimi-
nal court, there would have been some
unity or some coalition with which we
could have acted. There are many de-
sirable uses for an international crimi-
nal court. It has been talked about for
a long time.

The Senator from Connecticut talked
at length about the Nuremburg trials,
which I will not repeat. When this
court arrives with 13 more ratifica-
tions—and I remind the one or two peo-
ple who might be listening on C–SPAN
II—that the United States was formed
under an arrangement where if nine of
the colonies ratified the Constitution,
it was binding on all. We should not be
surprised if you have an instrument es-

tablishing a court, which is binding
under its terms, if it is ratified by a
specified number.

Again, it is a different situation. You
might say that the colonies had sov-
ereignty. However, under the terms of
the Framers of the Constitution, all 13
would be bound upon nine signatures.
National sovereignty is a very precious
item. I am not about to be one to give
it up. I am not about to allow Carla del
Ponte to indict Wesley Clark for what
he did in carrying out the resolution
passed by the U.S. Senate.

However, we have an opportunity to
influence what that document will be. I
think the Senator from North Carolina
serves a very important purpose in pos-
ing the threats to American national
interests. The Senator from Arizona,
and the Senator from Idaho have spo-
ken about these matters. However, I do
not think the answer is prohibiting
U.S. action, which is what this amend-
ment does.

I think the answer is aggressive par-
ticipation. If Senator HELMS and Sen-
ator KYL go to these conventions and
participate—and Senator DODD and I
will stay at home—we can influence
what these documents will be. I think
it will ultimately be in our national in-
terest, and certainly in the world’s in-
terest, if we had a criminal court so we
can try international drug dealers and
international terrorists. It might pro-
vide a forum for bringing to justice
Osama bin Laden.

My hope is that we will be partici-
pants to see that it is done right as op-
posed to prohibiting U.S. action to see
that it is done right.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I cannot

support the Helms amendment regard-
ing U.S. policy concerning the estab-
lishment of an International Criminal
Court in the future. The Helms amend-
ment, in my judgement, goes too far.
The amendment offered by Senator
HELMS would authorize the use of mili-
tary force against a friendly country,
the Netherlands, where the court
might exist, in order to remove a for-
eign citizen from prison, even if the
country of which that person is a cit-
izen might not want that removal.

I supported the alternative amend-
ment offered by Senator DODD which
would have required the President to
report to the Congress on any addi-
tional legislative actions necessary to
advance and protect U.S. interests as it
relates to the establishment of an
International Criminal Court.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of the amendment in-
troduced by my dear colleague, Sen-
ator HELMS. As my friend has noted
today, I have been an original cospon-
sor of this legislation since he first in-
troduced this in 2000. I commend my
colleague for his commitment to the
policy behind this amendment, for his
persistence in promoting it, and on his
efforts—successful, I am happy to
note—to craft a piece of legislation
that has the support of the administra-
tion.
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I offer a little bit of background: On

July 17, 1998, a United Nations con-
ference in Rome approved a treaty es-
tablishing the International Criminal
Court (ICC). 120 countries voted in
favor of the treaty, seven countries—
including the United States and
Israel—voted against the treaty, and 21
abstained. Pursuant to the Rome Trea-
ty, the court is intended to come into
existence when 60 countries ratify the
treaty. Forty-seven countries have
ratified as of November 30 of this year,
leaving 13 nations’ ratifications nec-
essary for the treaty to come into
force.

If established, the International
Criminal Court will have the power to
indict, prosecute, and imprison persons
who, anywhere in the world, are ac-
cused by the Court of ‘‘war crimes,’’
‘‘crimes against humanity,’’ and
‘‘genocide.’’ The court will have an
independent prosecutor, answerable to
no state or institution for his or her
actions. Pursuant to the Rome statute,
the ICC will be able to claim jurisdic-
tion to try and imprison American citi-
zens—including U.S. military personnel
and U.S. Government officials—even if
the United States has not signed or
ratified the Rome Treaty.

Arguing that it was necessary to pre-
vent the exclusion of the U.S. from fu-
ture negotiations about how the ICC
would operate, President Clinton
signed the Rome Treaty on December
31, 2000, which was the close of the pe-
riod for signature. Tellingly, he said on
December 31 that he would not send
the treaty to the Senate for ratifica-
tion and would recommend that Presi-
dent Bush not transmit it either, given
its remaining flaws. It is reasonable to
question exactly what President Clin-
ton intended by such a deliberately
ambiguous act with such clearly de-
fined consequences for government of-
ficials and members of the U.S. mili-
tary who would go overseas under fu-
ture Commanders-in-Chief.

The Senate has gone on record nu-
merous times opposing the ICC. Last
June, the American Service Members
Protection Act of 2000 was introduced,
and I was an original cosponsor. This
act, now an amendment to this Defense
appropriations bill, addresses our fun-
damental problem with the ICC: It rep-
resents, in legislation vetted and ap-
proved by the current commander-in-
chief, that U.S. forces, which serve
around the world in numerous peace-
keeping and other roles, as well as
American political leaders, must re-
main immune from prosecutions that
could politically driven, prosecutions
that could be directed more against our
foreign policy than any possible viola-
tions of international law.

This amendment prohibits U.S. co-
operation with the court, including use
of taxpayer funding or sharing of clas-
sified information. It restricts U.S. in-
volvement in peacekeeping missions
unless the U.N. specifically exempts
U.S. troops from prosecution by the
International Criminal Court. It limits

U.S. aid to allies unless they also sign
accords to shield U.S. troops on their
soil from being turned over to the
court, and it authorizes the President
to take necessary action to rescue any
U.S. soldiers who may be improperly
handed over to that Court. The policy
promoted in this amendment is not
anti-U.N., and it is certainly not
against U.S. involvement in the world.
But it is impossible to deny that Amer-
ica has a unique role in the world, and
a unique form of self-government.
Today, it is this country that leads the
world in a battle against those who
would use terrorism against us and our
many allies and friends. While we go
forth in this war to defend our national
security, there is no denying that our
victories—and we will be victorious—
will be shared by those who hate ter-
rorism as much as we do.

No country has done more than the
United States to prevent and punish
war crimes and crimes against human-
ity. No country is doing more than the
United States to support multilateral
peacekeeping efforts. And nowhere on
earth do people enjoy greater civil lib-
erties and personal freedom than in the
United States.

The American people will never ac-
cept the direct assault on their coun-
try’s sovereignty represented by the
Rome statute. The statute’s notion
that Americans may be indicted,
seized, tried or imprisoned pursuant to
an agreement which their country has
not accepted is an unprecedented af-
front to their national sovereignty and
a threat to their individual freedoms.
The Rome statute lacks procedural
protections to which all Americans are
entitled under the Constitution, in-
cluding the right to trial by jury, pro-
tection from self-incrimination, and
the right to confront and cross-exam-
ine all prosecution witnesses. This
amendment, so diligently negotiated
with the administration by my friend,
Senator HELMS, declares to all Ameri-
cans that you may all rest assured that
the Government will always be obliged
to protect—and if necessary, to
rescue— American soldiers and civil-
ians from criminal prosecutions staged
by United Nations officials under pro-
cedures which deny them their basic,
hard-won constitutional rights.

My comment to the world leaders
and do-gooding groups who promote
the ICC is simply this: Do you favor
American leadership in international
humanitarian crises? If so, beware:
entry into force of the Rome statute,
and establishment of a permanent
International Criminal Court, will
jeopardize American leadership be-
cause politically-driven prosecutions
are a certainty and American soldiers
and public officials can expect to be-
come political pawns. Americans will
not tolerate this.

As President Clinton’s own Rome
statute negotiator rightly observed,
the notion that Americans are bound
by something to which they have not
consented is contrary to the most fun-

damental principles of treaty law. Un-
challenged, the ICC will inhibit the
ability of the United States to use its
armed forces to meet alliance obliga-
tions and participate in multinational
operations, including humanitarian
interventions, to save civilian lives.
The policy of this amendment has been
endorsed by a bipartisan group of
former senior U.S. officials, including
Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, James
Baker, Lawrence Eagleburger, Brent
Scowcroft, Jeanne Kirkpatrick, Casper
Weinberger, and James Waals.

It has been said that the Rome stat-
ute is some kind of ‘‘litmus test’’ for
American seriousness about war crimes
and genocide. No participant in this de-
bate who is worthy of our attention
will make such an accusation, which is
as offensive as it is false.

From Pearl Harbor to the Adriatic
Sea, American has given its blood and
treasure to stop mass murderers in
conflicts we didn’t start. Today, Amer-
ica’s best are fighting halfway around
the world, attacking at its core a ter-
rorist infrastructure that reaches to
every part of the world. Tomorrow, we
don’t know yet where our brave service
members will be, but we know that the
fight for terrorism will not end in Af-
ghanistan, and we know that America’s
finest will be risking their lives else-
where. These brave members of our
armed services are giving enough for
this country, for western civilization.
Let us not add to their concerns the
possibility that, as they do their noble
duty, they need be concerned about
legal threats that do not represent the
Constitution that they have sworn to
protect.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strong-
ly oppose the amendment offered by
the senior Senator from North Carolina
on the International Criminal Court.

In addition to being damaging to the
cause of international justice, this
amendment could not come at a worse
time. The administration is moving
heaven and earth to maintain a coali-
tion against terrorism and hold ac-
countable those responsible for some of
the most heinous acts ever committed
on American soil. As a Congress, we
are working to stay united on foreign
policy and support the Administration
in this effort. Over the past several
months, Senators from both sides of
the aisle have withheld from offering
controversial foreign policy amend-
ments on topics from missile defense to
the embargo against Cuba. It is unfor-
tunate that the Senator from North
Carolina has chosen to offer an amend-
ment that ignites strong feelings from
its supporters and opponents, alike.

The ICC is a divisive issue between
the United States and our closest al-
lies. Virtually every member of the Eu-
ropean Union and NATO has expressed
its strong support for the court. In
fact, Great Britain, our closest ally and
full partner in the ongoing military ef-
fort against the Taliban, ratified the
Treaty earlier this fall. Morever, the
EU recently sent a letter to Secretary
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Powell opposing ASPA which reads:
‘‘. . . States which support the court
and value their relations with the
United States should not have to make
a choice between the two.’’

At a time when we should be working
to resolve differences with our friends,
the Helms amendment does exactly the
opposite by inflaming these divisions
and forcing the United States to adopt
an openly hostile stance against the
ICC.

I want to mention just a few of the
specific problems with this amend-
ment. First, the amendment authorizes
the use of force to free officials from
not only the United States but also
from foreign countries, if they are in-
dicted and held by the court. Let me
repeat that: This amendment author-
izes the use of military force by the
United States, from now until the end
of time, to free foreign not only United
States citizens, if they are in the
court’s custody.

While these nations are important al-
lies, suppose some members of their
militaries or intelligence services com-
mit heinous crimes that fall within the
jurisdiction of the court and are being
rightfully detained? As a Congress do
we want to authorize a military inva-
sion of The Hague, risking the lives of
United States military personnel, to
free indicted war criminals? The Helms
amendment would cut off military as-
sistance to a number of nations, in-
cluding Tajikistan and South Africa.

What if we wanted to upgrade an air-
craft control tower in Tajikistan to
help land United States planes that are
carrying United States troops to Af-
ghanistan? What about providing mili-
tary assistance to South Africa to help
spearhead a peacekeeping mission in
Africa to which we did not want to
commit United States troops?

What about providing C–130 spare
parts to a Nation that has ratified the
ICC treaty, but wants to help airlift
humanitarian aid to a region effected
by famine? In addition, the amendment
makes America a potential safe haven
for war criminals by prohibiting the
United States from turning over in-
dicted war criminals residing on our
soil. It would also place restrictions on
United States participation in peace-
keeping missions.

We all want to pass legislation that
will enhance the safety and security of
our military personnel. But, this bill
increases tensions with our allies and
works against our efforts to maintain a
coalition against terrorism. If any-
thing, this will make our military per-
sonnel less safe.

If the goal of this amendment is to
prevent the International Criminal
Court from getting the necessary rati-
fications to come into existence, it is
almost certain to fail. It would require
a head-to-head confrontation with our
European allies and over 80 countries
outside of Europe that have signed, but
not yet ratified the treaty, and require
us to be almost 100 percent successful.
More importantly, the United States,

to which the whole world looks for
leadership on human rights, should not
be engaged in a fruitless effort to un-
dermine a court that will bring to jus-
tice those responsible for committing
war crimes, genocide, and crimes
against humanity.

Instead, we should be actively en-
gaged with the court to ensure that it
operates in a way that protects the
rights of American servicemembers
and promotes our values and interests.

The Senator from North Carolina is
the ranking member of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, and that is where
this amendment belongs.

This is the wrong amendment at the
wrong time. I urge my colleagues to
vote no.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding that the Senator from
Texas would want to speak—for what
period of time?

Mr. GRAMM. I am not sure. I would
like to be recognized. I don’t think I
am going to speak very long. If you
want to set a time limit on it, I would
say 10 minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there be a time
limitation of 60 minutes equally di-
vided between Senators DODD and
HELMS, or their designees, and that
part of the Helms 30 minutes—10 min-
utes—go to the Senator from Texas;
that Senator DODD also have a com-
plement of time which he would des-
ignate; that the two amendments be
considered first-degree amendments, at
the conclusion or yielding back of the
time the Senate vote on or in relation
to Senator DODD’s amendment; that
upon the disposition of that amend-
ment, the Senate vote on or in relation
to Senator HELMS’ amendment, and
that no other amendments be in order
to either amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DODD. Might I just say to my
colleague as well, the majority whip
said 60 minutes. We may not need 60
minutes. I do not know how much time
the Senator from North Carolina would
like, but I do not imagine 30 minutes
will be necessary on our side. So maybe
because of the hour, we may terminate
debate a little earlier and yield back
time and actually vote earlier.

Mr. REID. I would say to my friend,
originally we got 40 minutes, but I
wanted to make sure you had enough
time to respond.

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator.
I know the Senator from Texas wants

to be heard.
Mr. GRAMM. The Senator may want

to speak first.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. LIN-

COLN). The Senator from Connecticut.
Mr. DODD. Madam President, I will

take a couple minutes to respond to
just a couple things, if I could.

I thank my colleague from Minnesota
for his eloquent comments, and my col-

league from Pennsylvania, who is far
more knowledgeable than the Senator
from Connecticut on these matters
generally, and has offered some very
wise counsel on how we ought to pro-
ceed.

I think having this debate helps. I am
not suggesting it does not. But I am
deeply concerned about proceeding
with an amendment of some 28 pages
now. I do not know if anyone can tell
you with any certainty what it does. I
am concerned about what I think it
does. It may do more than I think it
does, which would worry me.

I have offered, and will describe
shortly, a substitute or alternative
amendment which we will vote on
which lays out a framework by which
we might approach this issue of the
Rome Treaty in a constructive way.

I guess it is a matter of choice. If you
take the view that under no cir-
cumstances should there be an Inter-
national Criminal Court, you should
vote for Senator HELMS’ amendment. I
am not arguing there are those who do
not have a point of view that there
should be no International Criminal
Court. That is a legitimate point of
view.

If your view is there probably should
be, but it ought to be set up in a frame-
work that makes sense, that guaran-
tees the kind of protections that my
colleagues have talked about today,
that would allow for the civilized world
to prosecute international thugs, then,
it seems to me, we bear responsibility
to help that along and not retard it
here by taking the position of adopting
language which makes it impossible for
us to participate in the creation of
such an institution.

That is my point. There are details of
it where I see us taking a giant step
backwards today. At the very moment,
we are trying to get people around the
globe to understand that our value sys-
tem, our idea of justice, is a good sys-
tem and that we would like to see
those values incorporated in an inter-
national court. But it is awfully dif-
ficult to advance the cause of your own
values if you are not in the room to
make the case. I do not want to rely on
some of the countries that I see on this
list that have ratified this treaty to ad-
vance that cause.

Now some I have great faith in. As I
pointed out, 139 countries have signed
this. Now I am told some 42 countries
have ratified it, every member of the
European Union, 18 of the 19 members
of NATO.

My friend from Arizona cited a cou-
ple of countries that I know none of us
bear much allegiance to in any sense at
all. But it is also worthwhile to point
out to our colleagues that our NATO
allies have signed this. They have
troops that go into these conflict
areas. Are they all wrong? Are they all
wrong? I do not think so.

Is it all right, this treaty? No. I will
repeat again, if that treaty arrived
through that door this afternoon, and
we had an up-or-down vote on it, I
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would vote against it because I think it
is flawed. But I do not think it is so
flawed that we cannot improve it and
make it work for our interests.

You cannot play on the international
field and walk away from this issue. I
guess that is the line of distinction I
would make.

My colleagues know that I have a
great sense of pride about my father.
My father served as the Executive
Trial Counsel at Nuremberg. I cannot
tell you the times I heard him say: Had
there been an international court in
the 1920s and 1930s, just maybe, he said,
just maybe—he never directly pre-
dicted with absolute certainty—but
just maybe Adolf Hitler might have
been stopped before he caused the de-
struction he did in Europe because
there was no place to really bring the
issue. And so his advance—this crush-
ing of neighboring countries and the
destruction of human life—went on
unabated until the United States and
our allies successfully prosecuted the
end of World War II.

But had there been a place, had there
been someplace in the world that we
could have brought an Adolf Hitler
when he first started, my father always
thought, just maybe—just maybe—we
might have saved millions of lives.

So when my friends today say this
court is flawed, and therefore we are
going to enact legislation now that pe-
nalizes those who are trying to make it
work, I do not understand the logic of
that. I really do not.

It seems to me, if we are worried
about our men and women in uniform,
the idea somehow that this institution,
this international court, flawed as it is,
is not going to exist, is terribly naive.
And the very concerns that are being
expressed about our men and women in
uniform become more real if this court
ends up looking like its opponents
claim it will. There is nothing here
that will prohibit that servicemen and
women from being caught in that
snare.

At home in the United States, exist-
ing law prohibits the extradition or
transfer of U.S. citizens to the Inter-
national Criminal Court. That is al-
ready the law of the land. So if you are
in the United States, you cannot be ex-
tradited under existing law.

But the idea that somehow because
we adopt this amendment—which
causes us to step away from all this,
walk away from our involvement—that
it is going to somehow give greater
protection to that private or corporal
or sergeant out there in some God-for-
saken land defending our interests is
naive. In fact, we put that individual at
greater risk because we are not in the
room trying to shape what this court
looks like.

If, in fact, someone does get appre-
hended, and they end up in a kangaroo
court, we will be responsible, in a way,
because we walked away from the re-
sponsibility of trying to shape that in-
stitution. You cannot complain about
the makeup of the institution if you do
not participate in the creation of it.

We have been offered a chair at that
table, and we are walking away. And
when you do, then, it seems to me, you
bear some responsibility for what that
institution ultimately adopts, and
whether or not it affects the citizens of
your country.

Stay at the table. Try to change it.
At the end, you may not be able to.
Then it is their fault. But you cannot
walk away from the table, and then
have your people caught, and then say:
That is not my responsibility. That is
not a legitimate answer to this ques-
tion.

So the Senator from Pennsylvania
has offered what appears to be sound
advice. That is what our amendment
will offer, in a sense.

Very briefly, I will read the amend-
ment to my colleagues. There are cer-
tain findings in the first section. It is
very brief. It says:

(1) The Rome Statute establishing an
International Criminal Court will not enter
into force for several years:

(2) The Congress has great confidence in
President Bush’s ability to effectively pro-
tect US interests and the interests of Amer-
ican citizens and service members as it re-
lates to the International Criminal Court;
and

(3) The Congress believes that Slobodan
Milosovic, Saddam Hussein or any other in-
dividual who commits crimes against hu-
manity should be brought to justice and that
the President should have sufficient flexi-
bility to accomplish that goal, including the
ability to cooperate with foreign tribunals
and other international legal entities that
may be established for that purpose on a
case by case basis.

And lastly, it calls for a report:
The President shall report to the Congress

on any additional legislative actions nec-
essary to advance and protect US interests
as it relates to the establishment of the
International Criminal Court or the prosecu-
tion of crimes against humanity.

That, seems to me, to be a more log-
ical way to proceed than some 28-page
amendment that has us cutting off aid,
not participating in peacekeeping, not
allowing us to even participate in pro-
ceedings when U.S. citizens or other
people have committed crimes against
our own country. Those are things that
at least appear to be the case on the
face of the amendment as it is offered
by my colleague from North Carolina.

Lastly—and then I will yield the
floor for a moment—I want to read a
letter from Elie Wiesel. I think all of
our colleagues know of Elie Wiesel, the
Nobel laureate, distinguished writer,
humanitarian, who was himself a sur-
vivor of the Holocaust.

When a similar piece of legislation
was being considered by the other
body, Elie Wiesel wrote the following
letter:

Dear Ben and Sam—

Chairman and ranking member of the
committee in the other body—
I too am concerned with the safety of United
States servicemen abroad. But I am con-
fident that we will be able to protect them.
And so, bringing a war criminal to justice re-
mains urgent.

Fifty years ago, the United States led the
world in the prosecution of Nazi leaders for

the atrocities of World War II. The triumph
of Nuremburg was not only that individuals
were held accountable for their crimes, but
that they were tried in a court of law sup-
ported by the community of nations. Before
you today in committee is a bill that would
erase this legacy of US leadership by ensur-
ing that the US will never again join the
community of nations to hold accountable
those who commit war crimes and genocide.

A vote for this legislation would signal US
acceptance of impunity for the world’s worst
atrocities. For the memory of the victims of
the past genocide and war crimes, I urge you
to use your positions . . . on the Inter-
national Relations Committee to see that
this legislation is not passed.

It is signed ‘‘Elie Wiesel.’’
I will yield the floor at this point and

listen to the remainder of the argu-
ments. I urge my colleagues, when the
time comes, to consider the proposal
we will lay before them which allows
us to go on record expressing a concern
and a desire to have this Court work
better.

If you think there ought to be no
court whatsoever, that there is no le-
gitimate purpose for an international
criminal court, I urge you to vote for
the Helms amendment. If you think
there is an importance in the 21st cen-
tury for a court to exist and that the
United States ought to participate in
the shaping of that court, I urge Mem-
bers to support the amendment we will
offer.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, if

there has been a debate this year that
is about what our values are, this de-
bate is about what our values are. I
have to say, I am kind of taken aback
that for the last 3 weeks every time I
have turned on the radio or television,
we have had people talking about how
concerned they are about the process
whereby the President would use a sys-
tem of military justice against brutal
terrorists and murderers who sup-
ported those who seized airplanes and
attacked the United States of America,
killing our women and children in our
own country.

Somehow there is this great wave of
supposed constitutional concern about
trying brutal murderers who are ter-
rorists in military courts. And yet
when Senator HELMS and Senator MIL-
LER offer an amendment which guaran-
tees that American soldiers abroad,
who are defending our interests, de-
fending our freedom, risking and giving
their lives, serving our country abroad,
that they could be subject to being
brought before an international court
where no judge is an American, no pro-
cedure was established by an American
Congress, no constitutional guarantees
apply, it seems to me this debate is
about as clear cut as it can be clear
cut.

We ought to have an international
court to try people like Adolf Hitler.
But when I send my son or you send
your son or your daughter into the
military to serve our country, they
should not be subject to being brought
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before an international tribunal. That
is the issue, pure and simple. It can’t
be more basic than that.

I would have to say that I would find
it absolutely impossible to justify to a
mother or father in my State who had
sent their child to Afghanistan to fight
and perhaps die for our freedom, if they
ended up before some international
court where no judge was an American,
applying procedures that no American
Congress ever applied, and denying
their constitutional rights.

There are a lot of debates we can
have. One of the things we are going to
have to come to grips with is to what
extent these international tribunals
apply to Americans, because we have
rights as Americans under our Con-
stitution, and those rights cannot be
delegated to somebody else, to some
other jurisdiction. There is no jurisdic-
tion on this Earth in a temporal sense
that stands above the Constitution of
the United States. No international
court, no international body, no tem-
poral authority stands above the Con-
stitution of the United States.

That is a bigger issue than the issue
we are debating here. Senator HELMS
and Senator MILLER are not today de-
bating whether Americans in general
should fall under the jurisdiction of
international courts. They are talking
about a very select group of people who
put on the uniform, who raise their
right hand and swear to uphold, pro-
tect, and defend the Constitution
against all enemies, foreign and domes-
tic, and yet we are debating whether
the Constitution defends them. We ask
them to swear allegiance to the Con-
stitution, put on the uniform, go to Af-
ghanistan, and then potentially they
could stand naked, in terms of their
rights, before an international tribunal
and not have constitutional protec-
tions. That is an absurdity.

This amendment is very simple. It
says in the clearest possible terms, so
no one could misunderstand: No Amer-
ican serving abroad in the uniform of
this country can be tried before an
international tribunal. If they violate
the law, they will be tried under the
law and under the Constitution, either
in an American military court or in an
American civil or criminal court. This
is not a complicated issue. This is a
very clear issue.

I thank Senator HELMS. I thank Sen-
ator MILLER. This is a decision we
should have made a long time ago.

The idea that somehow we are going
to try to work out these rules, some-
how we are going to try to negotiate
this—I am not interested in negoti-
ating the constitutional rights of peo-
ple who are at this moment fighting
and dying in a foreign country to de-
fend the Constitution. Their constitu-
tional rights are nonnegotiable. There
is no tribunal on Earth, other than one
constituted under the Constitution of
the United States, that would have ju-
risdiction over my son fighting in a
foreign country defending our freedom.
That is just simple and straight-
forward.

I think Americans would be as-
tounded that there could be any ques-
tion about that. The problem is not, is
the Court good? Is the Court bad? Is
the Court reasonable? Is the Court un-
reasonable? Are these good men who
are judges or good women? Are the
prosecutors fair? Are the jurors objec-
tive? Those are completely irrelevant.
No study of how to improve the Court
is at all relevant in this debate. The
question is jurisdiction, and they have
no jurisdiction over anyone who puts
on the uniform of this country and
swears to uphold, protect, and defend
the Constitution.

If they are defending the Constitu-
tion, I want the Constitution to defend
them. I don’t want them tried under
any jurisdiction that is not bound by
the Constitution.

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield
for a second on that point?

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield.
Could I yield on the Senator’s time be-
cause mine is limited?

Mr. DODD. Whatever time, we will
work it out later.

I say to my colleague, we have status
of force agreements around the world. I
am sure my colleague is aware, who
served on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, that we have status of force
agreements. There are U.S. servicemen
all the time who are tried in local
courts in other countries. We are not
breaking ground here. We have known
about those cases. We read about them,
tragically, when they occur. We have
those agreements whenever we place
troops in various places—Japan being
the most recent example.

I don’t mind your argument. But to
suggest somehow that men and women
in uniform are never subjected to any
jurisdiction of a foreign land where the
courts and the laws may be substan-
tially different than what we have is
not the law of the land is absurd.

I am not interested in seeing laws
adopted here that subject our men and
women in uniform to foreign laws, but
we do that already, it seems to me.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, if I
could regain control of my time, I
thank the Senator for raising this
point. Let me make the following
point:

These circumstances occur when first
of all, we have negotiated agreements
with these countries whereby service
personnel stationed on a friendly basis
in these countries will be subject to
local law, they are defended by Amer-
ican defense attorneys, and they ulti-
mately have their rights protected
through these guarantees.

We are not talking about people in
Somalia, and we are not talking about
Americans in Afghanistan.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a brief question?

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.
Mr. MCCAIN. Has the Senator read a

book, which is being made into a
movie, ‘‘Black Hawk Down?’’

Mr. GRAMM. I have.
Mr. MCCAIN. I recommend it highly.

Because of the situation the American

special forces were in, they had to kill
thousands. They killed thousands as
they fought their way out. I would not
like to see those Americans before a
tribunal composed of Somali Govern-
ment people.

Mr. GRAMM. If I may conclude—
other people want to debate—here is
my point. When we sent American
troops to serve in Japan and to serve in
Korea, we negotiated agreements
whereby they could be tried for local
offenses by local authorities. But that
is a world apart from when we send ma-
rines into Somalia and when we send
marines and special forces into Afghan-
istan.

That is the issue about which we are
talking. We are talking about the juris-
diction of International Criminal Court
set up by a treaty that we have not
ratified, and we are talking about
American military personnel wearing
the uniform of this country. All the
amendment by Senator HELMS and
Senator MILLER does is say that Amer-
ican service personnel cannot be tried
before this Court. No judge is an Amer-
ican, no procedure is set by Americans
or negotiated by them. We have not
ratified the treaty. It is imperative we
adopt this amendment, and I have
every confidence we will.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. DODD. Madam President, the

point I was trying to make is we nego-
tiated status agreements with these
countries to guarantee and protect the
rights of men and women in uniform.
But in an international criminal court
there will be negotiations—and we are
walking away—to protect the very
issues my colleague from Texas raises.

By not participating, of course, with-
out being at the table, we are not there
to protect our people.

We are making the assumption that
with the adoption of this amendment,
this is going to go away. It does not go
away. That is the point I was making.

Just as we negotiated status arrange-
ments with individual countries on
how our men and women in uniform
will be treated so they will not lose
their rights under local civilian courts,
what I am suggesting this afternoon is
that we ought to do the very same
thing in negotiating at the table over
this International Criminal Court.

In not being there there is a far
greater likelihood our men and women
in uniform are going to be subjected to
terrible rules. We have to be there, just
as we had to negotiate the status
agreements of how men and women in
uniform are treated in Japan. We have
seen cases there, and had we not nego-
tiated agreements, Lord knows what
would have happened to them. We did
not say to Japan: You are going to
take it or leave it or we are going to
rip the people out of your courts. No.
We sat down and said: This is how it
will work.

This is not a debate about who wor-
ries about men and women in uniform.
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It is whether or not we are going to
have any kind of an international
court institution in the 21st century.
We are asking the world to join us in
apprehending the Osama bin Ladens.
We are building a coalition to work
with us and then bring these people to
trial.

I have not raised this issue today, but
my colleagues keep raising the issue
that military tribunals is somehow
part of this debate. I do not think there
is any legal issue at all over whether
we can have a military tribunal. That
is beyond question. There ought to be
and can be military tribunals. I can
question the wisdom of establishing
them in every case because I think
there ought to be a selective use of it.
I happen to believe having public trials
demonstrating how we operate under
the rule of law makes more sense, but
I do not question the President’s au-
thority at all to establish a military
tribunal, if that is what he decides to
do. That is not the issue.

We are going to be asking countries
to extradite people, to bring them here
and try them in these tribunals. At
this very hour our State Department is
reaching out to get the world to co-
operate with us, we are walking away
from the International Criminal Court.
Every member of NATO has signed and
ratified this agreement; every member
of the European Union has ratified it,
not to mention all of our allies all over
the globe.

For the life of me, I do not under-
stand why we are going to adopt a 28-
page amendment which, as I pointed
out earlier, makes it so we are not in-
volved in peacekeeping forces, we cut
off aid to countries, we cannot partici-
pate in these courts where even U.S.
citizens have been attacked.

I do not understand why at 5:15 on a
Friday night my colleagues want to
adopt a 28-page amendment when we do
not understand, in my view, the full
implications of this amendment.

Again, I give my colleagues a chance
to vote on an alternative which asks
the President to send a full report to
Congress on additional legislative mat-
ters we can take to responsibly protect
our service men and women.

By the way, it is not just service men
and women who we should be pro-
tecting. I have great affection for those
who wear the uniform, but citizens who
do not work for the Federal Govern-
ment, do not work for the State De-
partment, who may be traveling, ought
to be protected as well. My colleagues
today are talking about service men
and women, and they deserve a special
status, but today U.S. citizens can also
be caught up in this. We travel a lot.
How many people travel all over the
globe every day to expand markets so
we can employ people in this country?
It seems to me we are not including
them at all. The only people who are
included are Government employees.
Do not U.S. citizens also deserve some
protection in these courts?

I had hoped this amendment would be
withdrawn. I really hoped it would be,

and then we would come back and try
to fashion something we all can em-
brace. Instead, there seems to be a de-
sire to divide us on this question.

Again I make the point, if my col-
leagues really believe there ought to be
no international criminal court, then
they ought to support the amendment
of my friend from North Carolina. If
my colleagues believe there is a value
in this court, they should reject Sen-
ator HELMS’ amendment and support
mine.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina.
Mr. HELMS. Madam President, for-

give me for not being able to stand. I
do not know where I put an end to mis-
taken statements in this debate. I have
corrected several of them this after-
noon. It is a good thing everybody in-
volved in this debate are friends. We
will be friends when we walk out of
here. But such statements have been
made that there have not been any
hearings in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. There have been 3 days of hear-
ings.

The statement was made that the
Bush administration will be prohibited
from further negotiations of the crimi-
nal court and that it will be deleted
from the statute books should the Sen-
ate ever verify the Rome statute. That
is simply not so.

I hope for the remainder of this de-
bate we can come pretty close to fac-
tual statements and not resort to a sit-
uation—I do wish the opponents of this
amendment will tell how many of our
service men and women support their
motion to table the amendment of Sen-
ator MILLER and me.

We do not have 5.5 million service
people represented by the organiza-
tions that have contacted us on their
behalf, who support us and who, there-
fore, support the other side. If they
have 5.5 million people, I wish they
would trot them out.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. HELMS. Madam President, if I

could be recognized one more time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina.
Mr. HELMS. Senator HATCH is on his

way, and he wishes to speak. So I want
to spend some of our time waiting for
him to let him speak.

Mr. DODD. Would the Senator from
North Carolina mind if our colleague
from Louisiana spoke on a subject re-
lated to a matter before us?

Mr. HELMS. I always like to hear the
lady.

Mr. DODD. How long does the Sen-
ator from Louisiana wish to speak?

Ms. LANDRIEU. Ten minutes.
Mr. DODD. How much time do we

have on both sides?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut has 12 minutes,
and the Senator from North Carolina
has 181⁄2 minutes.

Mr. DODD. I am prepared to yield my
time back anyway, so I yield 10 min-

utes to the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana. I ask unanimous consent
that she be allowed to speak on a mat-
ter unrelated to the pending matter be-
fore this body.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Louisiana.
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I

thank my colleague from Connecticut
and my colleague from North Carolina
because this truly is a very important
debate, one of the important aspects of
the underlying bill. But because I had
not been able to speak earlier on the
underlying bill, and as a member of the
Armed Services Committee, I wanted
to take a few moments to talk about
some of the important components of
the Defense appropriations bill we are
considering, particularly on this very
special day which is commemorating
the 60th anniversary of Pearl Harbor,
and particularly because of the tremen-
dously challenging circumstances we
face as a nation.

I am aware that in a few minutes we
will vote on this particular amend-
ment. It is really a very important
matter we will decide concerning this
International Court, but I want to take
a moment to share with my colleagues,
to remind them, of another historical
event, and that was in the month of
August of 1814.

One hundred eighty-six years ago,
this Senate and most of the public
buildings in Washington were burned
to the ground. It was the grimmest mo-
ment for our young Nation. We had
won our freedom from England and
now, during the second war of inde-
pendence, we experienced in some ways
complete humiliation. Adding to this
humiliation, it occurred under the
Presidency of James Madison, the fa-
ther of the Constitution and one of the
greatest minds the United States had
ever produced. An observer of the at-
tack described the scene. He said:

It was a sight so repugnant to my feelings,
so dishonorable, so degrading to the Amer-
ican character and at the same time so awful
it almost palsied my faculties.

That means caused them to tremble.
I think everyone knows exactly

today, in hindsight of September 11,
how President Madison felt. When we
watched the World Trade Center, the
center of our economic vitality, de-
stroyed, when we could see from some
rooftops in Washington and actually
from some of the vistas from this exact
building the fires burning over the Pen-
tagon, I think we can all know exactly
how President Madison and this man
who gave us this quote felt on that day.

Yet we also know, for the second
time in our history, this building again
was the target of attack. Although it
was not hit, it was a target, and we
might have piled horror upon horror to
see this exact building burn to the
ground again.

The War of 1812 was divisive. It di-
vided North and South as well as the
emerging constituency of the West. Yet
when our Capitol was burned, the
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American people knew we could no
longer delay and divide. We had to
unite and prevail. We could spare no re-
source, ignore no strategy, reject no
talent in that effort to preserve the
American experiment in democracy.

We are engaged in a similar struggle
today. We must unite and prevail, and
we should spare no resource in doing
so. That is why I have been a strong ad-
vocate for the Byrd amendment, and
that is why I am a strong proponent of
this underlying Defense bill.

I know at this exact moment the
leaders are engaged in a negotiation
that will hopefully help us support a
strong Defense bill, one that funds the
men and women in uniform and gives
them the supplies, equipment, tech-
nology, research, housing, schools,
health care, weapons, and ammunition
they need to fight a war in Afghanistan
and to protect us at home.

There are a number of provisions I
support in the underlying bill, and I
also support Senator BYRD’s gallant,
valiant, courageous, and visionary ef-
forts to add to that underlying bill
some resources for our homeland de-
fense and homeland security.

In the underlying bill, there are a
number of provisions which I support.
First and foremost is the support for
the cooperative threat reduction pro-
gram. That phrase did not really mean
much to anybody before September 11,
‘‘cooperative threat.’’ It was hard for
people to grasp what it was exactly,
but now that we know and we can see
we have still enemies willing to use
powerful weapons against us to destroy
Americans and our way of life, we un-
derstand the cooperative threat reduc-
tion program, which is a partnership
with Russia to contain weapons of
mass destruction, most certainly
should be funded and most certainly
supported.

Our Capitol, our White House, and
our Federal buildings burned in 1814,
and we saw them again targets earlier
in September. We know our enemies
want to gain access to weapons of mass
destruction. We know they want them.
We know they have tried to get them,
and we know that they will try to use
them if they gain access to them.

So in the underlying bill that has
been carefully crafted by Mr. INOUYE,
the Senator from Hawaii, and the Sen-
ator from Alaska, with the support of
many on the Democrat and Republican
side, we provided $357 million to com-
plement the $300 million in the Depart-
ment of Energy funding this year. It
represents a $49 million increase over
last year. That is the good news.

The bad news is if we had allowed the
Byrd amendment to go forward, we
would have had an additional $256 mil-
lion investments in the cooperative
threat reduction program, spending
more money in an urgent fashion, in a
transparent and accountable fashion,
to make sure we get to those weapons
of mass destruction before our enemies
do.

We know it is not just nuclear mate-
rials. We know there are chemical

weapons, there are biological agents
and, again, they have said they want
them. They have said if they get them,
they will use them. We know this
building we stand in today is a target
of their negative feelings toward our
country and all for which it stands.

So I am very hopeful that in the ne-
gotiations we are not leaving on the
table some extra money, so important
to the cooperative threat reduction and
as a testimony to the great work done
by Senator LUGAR from Indiana and
Senator Nunn, the former Senator
from Georgia who did a magnificent
job helping this Senate and this Con-
gress come to grips with the fact that
these weapons were out there and that
it was not a foreign aid program for
Russia, it was a protection program for
the citizens of the United States of
America. I hope that does not fall on
the floor in the scraps of the amend-
ments and the debate.

A second area I endorse is our contin-
ued funding of the national missile de-
fense program. I know this program
has its critics, and I know some of its
champions claim it can do more than it
can, but I will say with continued per-
sistence and with dedication and with
careful, deliberate testing, I am con-
vinced that this Nation can develop a
limited missile defense system, perhaps
land-based or Navy-based, that can pro-
tect this Nation in the future against
threats from Iran and North Korea or
other such nations that have advanced
missile technology.

Again, there is going to be one city
in their target, and that target is going
to be Washington, DC. So as a sup-
porter of national missile defense, I
support the $7 billion of investments
that we make in this bill.

I also support the compromise that
was deftly crafted and I think smartly
crafted to say that the President, in
addition to the $7 billion, can have $1.3
billion to add to missile defense if he
sees fit, but if not, he can also use this
money for counterterrorism efforts. I
urge the President to be careful in his
deliberations, to be delicate, to be
thoughtful in his deliberations about
how to divide that $1.3 billion. It is a
lot of money. It can do a lot of good.

Also, a great deal of the effort could
be wasted. We have to make sure we
know not only what the possible
threats are but what the probable
threats are, what the likely threats
are, and take our precious treasures
and resources that the American peo-
ple pay in taxes—as wealthy people,
middle-class people, and poor people—
that contribute to the Treasury of this
United States and make sure that
money is spent investing in what will
help keep them safe from these weap-
ons of mass destruction and these
asymmetrical threats that terrorists
are now using effectively today in the
world.

This is a good compromise on the un-
derlying bill. I urge the President to
think about the transformation nec-
essary and spend that money for

counterterrorism efforts. There are any
number of good ways to do that.

Finally, we cannot forget our most
effective weapon, whether in 1814 or
2001 or whether it was as Senator
INOUYE so beautifully said this morn-
ing, 60 years ago when Pearl Harbor
was bombed, the American men and
women who serve this country in uni-
form. It is not just the generals; it is
not just the sophistication of the weap-
ons; it is not just that our technology
is so advanced that our private sector
can respond more quickly. The real ge-
nius of our Nation lies in the spirit, in
the humanness of the American men
and women in uniform, the 18-year-olds
in the foxholes, the 22-year-old young
men and women who serve this coun-
try.

This bill helps to honor that great
American truth by funding an increase
in their pay, by providing the health
care that we promise, by making sure
that when they are sick there is a vet-
erans hospital for those who have
served admirably. We have also started
to focus on housing.

In conclusion, in the underlying bill
we also honor our service men and
women by supporting them in their
housing, their schools, and their hos-
pitals. I cannot think of anything I
would want my country to do more for
me if I had to ship off than to know my
country was doing what it could to
care for my spouse and my children,
knowing if my child got sick, there was
a clinic for them to go to; if my hus-
band was stressed, there was a phone
he could pick up with a friendly voice
on the other end. So if I were in Af-
ghanistan or if I were in India or Soma-
lia, I could fight with all the courage
and strength because I knew my Gov-
ernment was doing its part for my fam-
ily back home.

That is what men and women in uni-
form want. They don’t need essential
food. They don’t even need a com-
fortable place to sleep. They want to
know their families are secure.

That is what this bill does. It was
done in a bipartisan way, and I am
proud to be part of that effort and hope
we can do more in the future.

Finally, our country has come a very
long way since the dark days of August
1814. Almost 200 years later we face a
similar danger. I am proud we are re-
acting as we did then, with unity and
purpose of determination. I thank the
Senators for their strong work on this
bill, and I look forward to the passage
of this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I
have the list of military organizations
that have endorsed the amendment of
Senator MILLER and myself. I will read
into the RECORD the list of those
names: the National Guard Association
of the United States, the Air Force
Sergeants Association, the Army Avia-
tion Association of America, the Asso-
ciation of Military Surgeons of the
United States, the Association of U.S.
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Army, the National Military Family
Association, the CWO & WO Associa-
tion of the U.S. Coast Guard, the En-
listed Association of the National
Guard of the United States, the Fleet
Reserve Association, the Gold Star
Wives of America Incorporated, the
Jewish War Veterans of the USA, the
Marines Corps League, the Marine
Corps Reserve Officers Association, the
Military Order of the Purple Heart, the
National Order of Battlefield Commis-
sions, Naval and Enlisted Reserve As-
sociation, Naval Research Association,
the Navy League of the United States,
the Non Commissioned Officers Asso-
ciation of the United States of Amer-
ica, Reserve Officers Association, the
Veterans’ Widows International Net-
work Incorporated, the Military Chap-
lain Association of the United States of
America, the Retired Enlisted Associa-
tion, the Retired Officers Association,
the United Armed Forces Association,
the U.S. Coast Guard Chief Petty Offi-
cers Association, the U.S. Army War-
rant Officers Association, the Veterans
of Foreign Wars of the United States,
and I feel obliged to mention one more
time that the President of the United
States favors the Helms-Miller amend-
ment.

I yield the floor, and I yield back my
time if my colleague will yield back
his.

Mr. DODD. I am happy to do it but
will take 30 seconds and I will ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment. I
will not move to table the amendment
of my friend from North Carolina but
give it an up-or-down vote. There will
be two separate votes. We may want to
abbreviate the second vote. It could
move matters along.

Have the yeas and nays been ordered
on the Dodd amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.
Mr. DODD. I ask for the yeas and

nays on the Dodd amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DODD. I am prepared to yield

back my time.
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the Dodd
amendment No. 2337. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 358 Leg.]

YEAS—48

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer

Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee

Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy

Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed

Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Specter
Stabenow
Torricelli
Voinovich
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—51

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi

Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
McCain

McConnell
Miller
Murkowski
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—1

Jeffords

The amendment (No. 2337) was re-
jected.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2336

Mr. PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion now is on agreeing to the Helms
amendment No. 2336. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS) is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 78,
nays 21, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 359 Leg.]

YEAS—78

Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Bond
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Carnahan
Carper
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards

Ensign
Enzi
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Johnson
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar

McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wyden

NAYS—21

Akaka
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Byrd
Cantwell
Chafee

Daschle
Dayton
Dodd
Feingold
Inouye
Kennedy
Leahy

Levin
Murray
Reed
Sarbanes
Specter
Voinovich
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—1

Jeffords

The amendment (No. 2336) was agreed
to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2343

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), for

himself, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
DORGAN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BURNS, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. REID, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
TORRICELLI, and Mr. JOHNSON, proposes an
amendment numbered 2343.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To expand aviation capacity in the

Chicago area)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘Provided further, That before the re-
lease of funds under this account for O’Hare
International Airport security improve-
ments, the Secretary of Transportation
shall, in cooperation with the Federal Avia-
tion Administrator, encourage a locally de-
veloped and executed plan between the State
of Illinois, the City of Chicago, and affected
communities for the purpose of modernizing
O’Hare International Airport, including par-
allel runways oriented in an east-west direc-
tion; constructing a south suburban airport
near Peotone, Illinois; addressing traffic con-
gestion along the Northwest Corridor, in-
cluding western airport access; continuing
the operation of Merrill C. Meigs Field in
Chicago; and increasing commercial air serv-
ice at Gary-Chicago Airport and Greater
Rockford Airport. If such a plan cannot be
developed and executed by said parties, the
Secretary and the FAA Administrator shall
work with Congress to enact a federal solu-
tion to address the aviation capacity crisis
in the Chicago area while addressing quality
of life issues around the affected airports.’’

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know the
Senator from Illinois has the floor.
Will the Senator from Illinois yield to
me?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield.
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent

that the two Senators from Illinois—
the other Senator was in the Cham-
ber—will agree to a time limit prior to
a vote.

Mr. MCCAIN. I object.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this

amendment is cosponsored by Senator
GRASSLEY, myself, Senator HARKIN,
Senator DORGAN, Senator INHOFE, Sen-
ator BURNS, Senator BREAUX, Senator
REID, Senator ROCKEFELLER, Senator
TORRICELLI, and Senator JOHNSON. It is
an amendment relative to an airport in
Illinois which is known by every Mem-
ber of the Senate and known across the
Nation: O’Hare International Airport.
There is not a Member of the Senate
gathered this evening who has not had
an experience with a delay and a prob-
lem at O’Hare. Many of them have
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shared those experiences with me as I
have discussed this amendment. Many
of the Members of the Senate and the
people following this debate know that
the current situation at the airport at
O’Hare literally has a stranglehold on
aviation across America.

When there are delays and problems
at O’Hare Airport, those problems af-
fect cities and airports across America.
The reason, of course, is that O’Hare
was built in an era when air travel was
much different and airplanes were
much different. Airplanes were small-
er, there were fewer flights, and the
runways at O’Hare were designed to ac-
commodate that day in aviation.

That day has changed. It has changed
dramatically. For 25 years or more,
there has been an effort underway in Il-
linois to change O’Hare and modernize
it, to finally put in a runway configu-
ration that is safer and more efficient,
not just for the benefit of my State and
region but for the Nation. Every major
airline understands O’Hare’s impact on
the rest of the Nation.

Despite this intention of changing
O’Hare and making it more efficient, it
never happened. Why? Because in Illi-
nois, as in some 14 other States, the
Governor has a voice in the decision
about the future of airports. The Gov-
ernor of Illinois has to give approval or
disapproval for these airports. We have
been unable, for more than two dec-
ades, to get the Governor and the
mayor of the city of Chicago, which
has responsibility for O’Hare, to see
eye to eye on the future of the airport.
So it has come to a grinding halt time
after time after time.

I am happy to report that has
changed. It has changed within the last
several days. The Republican Governor
of our State, George Ryan, and the
Democratic mayor of the city of Chi-
cago, Richard Daley, reached a historic
agreement 48 hours ago. Finally, for
the first time in more than two decades
they have come together and agreed,
not just on the future of O’Hare to
make it safer, to make it more effi-
cient, but also on aviation in general
for our State.

What will happen to Meigs Field, a
small but important commuter field
that is on the lakeshore of Chicago, the
future of an airport for the southern
suburbs of Chicagoland, a growing
area, an area with an expanding econ-
omy? People said those two men would
never be able to come to this agree-
ment but they did, and they did despite
a lot of opposition.

This agreement was not reached in
secret or reached in a hurry. It started
with the mayor announcing a com-
prehensive plan for aviation on June
29. The Governor of the State of Illi-
nois announced his plan on October 18,
after a series of field hearings around
the Chicago area, and now today they
have come together with a mutual
agreement. This is a historic oppor-
tunity, not just for Chicago and Illinois
but for the Nation.

The obvious question is, Why do we
come today on this bill at this time to

talk about O’Hare International Air-
port and aviation in Illinois? The fact
is that both the Governor and the
mayor agree, and I concur, that we
need to make certain Federal law re-
flects the fact this agreement has been
reached, an agreement which we be-
lieve will have benefit all across the
Nation for many years to come.

Who supports this agreement? Major
airlines using O’Hare support it, and it
is important they do because a major
part of the expense of modernizing
O’Hare will fall on the shoulders of
major airlines that will have to float
the bonds that fund the terminals that
serve the gates that serve the people
who will use O’Hare in the future.

The major airlines have come to-
gether. So there is no misunder-
standing—and I understand there may
be among some Members—American
Airlines, United Airlines, and Midwest
Express have publicly stated their sup-
port for this agreement, but they are
not the only ones. In addition, we have
the support of the air traffic control-
lers. This is support that is important
because these men and women know
the issue of safety. They believe this
will make for a safer airport and safer
aviation across America. The Airline
Pilots Association, they support this
agreement as well, and AOPA which
represents private aircraft owners and
operators have endorsed it publicly as
well. We have all the major aviation
organizations in support of this plan,
and few in opposition.

I know it will not be easy for us to
see this plan become law. We need to
bring together tonight a bipartisan co-
alition of Members of the Senate who
agree with Senator GRASSLEY and my-
self that this modernization of O’Hare
is not just important for that airport
but for aviation across America. There
are some local issues which I will not
dwell on because they are of impor-
tance to those of us from Illinois but
may not be to the rest of the Nation,
but thankfully this approach, this
plan, is going to address traffic conges-
tion.

Traffic congestion around O’Hare is
called ‘‘ground zero’’ in terms of traffic
congestion in our State, and when we
come to grips with that and make a
proposal for changes in the traffic
around O’Hare, it will have a positive
impact on the thousands of people who
use that airport and who travel near it
each and every day.

The mayor and the Governor made
certain that as part of this plan they
would also invest the funds for noise
mitigation and noise control in the
area surrounding the airport. They
have made an unprecedented and his-
toric commitment to noise mitigation
around this airport. That, in my mind,
is essential. That, in my mind, is essen-
tial, so the families and businesses and
schools that may be affected by this
change will have some relief.

This decision on O’Hare will have a
more positive impact on aviation than
virtually anything else we can do. I

don’t overstate the case. Several
months ago Newsweek magazine had a
cover story about aviation problems,
aviation air traffic problems across
America.

I commend Senator JOHN MCCAIN of
Arizona because he came with the Sen-
ate Commerce Committee to the city
of Chicago for a hearing on this issue
so we could understand in the Senate
exactly what this meant. My colleague,
Senator FITZGERALD, has a different
view on the airport, and he was at the
hearing. We heard from people in the
area, not only leaders of business, lead-
ers in labor, but people who understood
the impact of this airport congestion
at O’Hare on our region and on the Na-
tion.

Now we have a chance to do some-
thing that can make a significant dif-
ference. Common sense dictates we will
need to pass in the near future and this
plan envisions a new airport south of
Chicago in the vicinity of Peotone.
There has been an agreement to keep
the commuter airport open, Meigs
Field—that is important, particularly
to private owners of aircraft—and
make the changes at O’Hare that will
make it modern and safer.

I am glad my colleagues from Iowa
are here because I give both of them
credit. Senator HARKIN and Senator
GRASSLEY understand as well as I do,
and many should, that O’Hare’s future
is linked directly with the future of
smaller airports, and all around the
Midwest, as well. The airports of Iowa
and downstate Illinois, Wisconsin,
Michigan, Indiana, and Minnesota, all
of these airports, depend on a viable
airport at O’Hare that can receive
these flights and transfer passengers to
other destinations. They started this
process, and I commend them for being
with me tonight as we debate this his-
toric agreement. Senator HARKIN and
Senator GRASSLEY brought to the at-
tention of the Nation the need to mod-
ernize O’Hare. It is their action as a
catalyst in this discussion which brings
the Senate to this agreement, which
brings us to this amendment this
evening.

I ask my colleagues to join with me
this evening in passing this important
amendment which sets the stage for
the embodiment and recognition of the
overall agreement in this bill. This is
important for America’s economy. It is
certainly important for aviation.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this

is a bipartisan piece of legislation.
Members might wonder, if the Gov-
ernor of Illinois and mayor of Chicago
have reached an agreement on expand-
ing O’Hare Airport, why have the legis-
lation? The legislation is very impor-
tant because this issue has been hang-
ing around for a long time. We want to
make sure that somebody coming down
the road doesn’t change it.

O’Hare is a very key national and
international hub airport. I am not
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from Illinois, but for the people in my
State of Iowa, particularly the major
airports of Des Moines and Cedar Rap-
ids, from the standpoint of the cost of
service and the fact that service is not
always certain, plus the fact that sev-
eral smaller airports in Iowa do not
have access to O’Hare and are very in-
terested in what happens at O’Hare;
Iowans are very concerned about
O’Hare. It has to do with the traveling
public, both tourists as well as busi-
ness, and it also has something to do,
in turn, with the economic develop-
ment of a State such as mine because
air transportation is so important to
economic development.

O’Hare is a key national and inter-
national hub airport, especially for
Iowa. When O’Hare sneezes, the rest of
the country gets the flu. Modernization
of O’Hare is very important to Iowa’s
economy. It will help prevent future
congestion problems and delays that
plague air travelers.

It will make air travel more efficient
and less frustrating. And it will be
easier and more pleasant for air trav-
elers to come to Iowa. Without a doubt,
more on-time flights will be a big help
for business travel, where time is
money.

The plan to modernize O’Hare will
also make it a safer airport. We’re all
more focused on air safety after Sep-
tember 11. Air travel security means
more than screening passengers and
baggage. It means safe take-offs and
landings. Today, the runway configura-
tion at O’Hare is not as safe as it could
be. The new plan will eliminate dan-
gerous cross-runways. There will be
more parallel runways. It will also in-
clude more modern electronic instru-
mentation.

I appreciate the way the governor
and the mayor got together and
worked out a plan. When I first started
pressing for a solution to the O’Hare
problem last spring, I knew it wouldn’t
be an easy process for anyone. But it’s
been a very successful process. It won
the support of the airline pilots and air
traffic controllers. It produced a com-
promise that everyone can be proud of.

Now Congress needs to do its part to
ensure the success of this hard work.
That means immediate passage of the
Durbin-Grassley legislation. I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues to
make this happen—even in the short
time left—prior to adjournment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I make
a general comment. I am not aware of
the details of the amendment offered
by our friend from Illinois. However, I
am not aware this is a transportation
bill. I thought we were on the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations bill. I
don’t see why this amendment is on
the Department of Defense appropria-
tions bill. It may be a good amend-
ment. My colleague and friend from
Iowa spoke on behalf of it. I see my
other colleague from Iowa is getting
ready to speak. My colleague from Illi-

nois has some reservations about it and
is opposed to it.

I don’t know any of the details, to
say it should pass or not pass, except I
believe it does not belong on this bill.

It is 6:30 on a Friday night. Some
Members have responsibilities and
want to finish this bill. We want to fin-
ish all the appropriation bills. Now, if
this was relevant, it should have been
in the Transportation appropriations
bill. It should have come out of the au-
thorizing committee, from the Com-
merce Committee. This is not a trans-
portation bill. This is not an air trans-
portation bill. This is not a bill that
came out of the Commerce Committee.
This is the Defense appropriations bill.

I know there are very strong opin-
ions. I was contacted by my colleague
and friend from the House, Congress-
man HYDE. He strongly opposes this
particular amendment and opposes it
being added to the Department of De-
fense appropriations bill.

I do not know enough about the leg-
islation. I know it can cost billions and
billions of dollars. So I would like it to
have not just a signoff on behalf of the
Governor and mayor but maybe go
through the authorizing committees
and the Appropriations Transportation
Subcommittee rather than having it
thrown out late at night on a Friday,
thinking maybe we can run this
through and authorize billions of dol-
lars or begin the process to authorize
billions on a Department of Defense
bill.

I have the greatest respect in the
world for Senator INOUYE and Senator
STEVENS who will be chairman and
ranking member on the Department of
Defense bill, but I doubt they know
very much about Chicago O’Hare Air-
port. Yet to entrust them and make
them deal with this issue in conference
is a mistake.

I urge my colleague and friend from
Illinois to withdraw this amendment,
bring it back either as an independent
item, as reported out of the Commerce
Committee, using regular order, or to
bring it up in an appropriations bill,
through the appropriations process, in
committee, on the Transportation bill,
not on the Department of Defense bill.

I am happy to yield.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield for a question?
Mr. NICKLES. I yield for a question.
Mr. DURBIN. Is the Senator familiar

with the bill before us, H.R. 3238, page
180, and pages following related to the
Department of Transportation?

Mr. NICKLES. I am not familiar with
the exact paragraph the Senator is
talking about. I have already heard
somebody say this might be a germane-
ness paragraph. But I am not trying to
raise a technical point of order. My
point is this is not a commerce bill.
This is not a Transportation appropria-
tions bill.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. NICKLES. Yes.
Mr. MCCAIN. Is the Senator aware

that we even had a hearing in the Com-

merce Committee in Chicago where
representatives of the airport, the
mayor, the Governor and a number of
Members of Congress testified that this
is a very big issue in the State of Illi-
nois and in Chicago? But it is also a
very big issue for those of us who have
to go through Chicago O’Hare Airport
on many occasions when we are going
west to our homes.

I wonder if the Senator knows that
there seems to be an agreement now
between the mayor and the Governor. I
have no idea what that agreement is
all about. I don’t know the ramifica-
tions. I don’t have any idea of the cost
to the Federal Government. Here we
are on a Defense appropriations bill. I
must say, is the Senator a bit amused
that the Senator from Illinois refers to
the transportation pork that has been
put in this bill that has nothing to do
with defense and there is a rationale
for putting this on? That is really en-
tertaining. But the fact is, I think it
may be a good agreement. I really
don’t know. But the Commerce Com-
mittee has the oversight. The com-
mittee is called Commerce, Science
and Transportation. That is the name
of the authorizing committee. I wonder
if the Senator knows that he could
probably argue that they are dis-
regarding every other committee in
this bill, including the Commerce Com-
mittee, on a variety of issues. But this
is a big issue.

You have the other Senator from the
State of Illinois who does not agree at
this time to consider it. If it were a
piece of legislation that affected my
State, and I didn’t want it to go forth
at this particular time, particularly
when no one has had a chance to look
at it, I would certainly try to honor the
wishes of my colleague.

I am surprised that the Senator from
Illinois on the other side of the aisle is
trying to shove this thing through
without the agreement of his colleague
from the same State.

I know Senator KYL would never do
that to me. He would never do that to
me.

We have never had a hearing on
this—we have certainly addressed the
issue in the Commerce Committee—in
fact, even a field hearing. I think the
wishes of the other Senator from your
own State ought to be seriously consid-
ered at a time such as this. I know I re-
spect that same courtesy of my col-
league from Arizona.

I wonder if Senator NICKLES is aware
that this issue is certainly one which is
not deserving consideration at this
time on the Department of Defense ap-
propriations bill.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, a cou-
ple of comments:

I appreciate Senator MCCAIN’s com-
ments, the former chairman of the
Commerce Committee, which deals
with transportation. This also will po-
tentially cost billions of dollars. We
have bills where we wrestle every year
or so on how we are going to allocate
airport improvement funds. That is not
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on the Department of Defense bill. We
have bills where we wrestle with how
airport construction money is going to
be allocated. Some airports get a lot,
and maybe other airports will get a lot
less. Those are decisions we make.
That is fine. I am not an expert on
that. That is not my committee. But it
is also not the committee for the De-
partment of Defense.

I urge my colleagues, I don’t think
we have to get in a trance, and say I
am for this and not for that. I don’t
think now is the time to make that de-
cision. Let us make that decision when
we are considering all airports and
when O’Hare is debated and we are
wrestling with other competing air-
ports. We will have airport needs, de-
mands, security, and a lot of challenges
for all airports that we will be consid-
ering.

To make one decision now say: Well,
we favor basically greatly expanding
Chicago against the will of one of the
Senators from Illinois, and against the
will of many of the Congressmen from
Illinois, to do that on a Department of
Defense bill is a mistake.

I may well join my colleague from Il-
linois in support of this project when I
know more about it. But I don’t want
to know more about it tonight. I want
to finish the Department of Defense ap-
propriations bill. I don’t think we
should ask Senator INOUYE and Senator
STEVENS to be totally knowledgeable
about a multibillion-dollar, multiyear
project and try to resolve this issue in
conference when they really need to be
working on the Department of Defense
bill.

If this is germane, I guess we could
probably offer it on the energy bill that
Senator MURKOWSKI has been working
on for a long time. Maybe we should be
considering that.

When are we going to show some dis-
cipline around here so we can finish
our work?

I urge my colleague to maybe discuss
the amendment a little bit further, and
withdraw it, or possibly get a commit-
ment from the chairman of the author-
izing committee to have a hearing and
to report a bill out so the Senate can
consider it. I may well cosponsor the
bill.

I just do not think it belongs on this
bill tonight. We have done this too
many times where we get in the busi-
ness of: Well, the year is running late,
and I have something that I haven’t
completed on my agenda. I want to put
it on even if it doesn’t belong on the
bill.

This does not belong on the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations bill. I
urge my colleagues to withdraw the
amendment and save all of us a lot of
time. Hopefully, we can consider it
when we are better prepared to con-
sider aviation issues, do it through the
appropriate committees, give it a fair
hearing, give everybody a chance to
find out what the impact would be on
all the other airports in the country,
and make the appropriate decisions.

Maybe it would be a strongly supported
position with which we could all be
very comfortable.

I am not comfortable with making
multibillion-dollar decisions on air-
ports tonight on a Department of De-
fense bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JOHNSON). The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first of
all, I wonder if the Senator from Okla-
homa actually has looked at the
amendment at the desk by the Senator
from Illinois. I think he has confused it
with a bill that was introduced earlier.
This is an appropriations measure. It
has been checked with the Parliamen-
tarian. It is an appropriate limitation
on the release of funds. This is not a
legislative matter; this is an appropria-
tions matter under our rules.

Since the bill contains appropria-
tions matters for the Department of
Transportation and the FAA, it is en-
tirely germane to this bill that are im-
pacted by the text.

Furthermore, if my friend from Okla-
homa is worried about chewing up a lot
of time, I am certain that my friend
from Illinois would agree to a time
limitation on the amendment. I ask
unanimous consent that we have a 1-
hour time limit right now evenly di-
vided on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRAMM. I object.
Mr. HARKIN. How about a half hour

of time evenly divided?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Mr. GRAMM. I object.
Mr. HARKIN. Again, it is not that

the proponents of this side to use up a
lot of time. I think it is a clear-cut
case.

My friend from Arizona said we
haven’t had hearings on it. My friend
from Arizona chaired the hearing in Il-
linois in Chicago on this very subject
in Illinois. There has been a hearing on
it.

We cannot afford to wait any longer.
I first started speaking about the con-
gestion at O’Hare and the need for new
runways and changing that airport in
1991, 10 years ago. A lot of others were
talking about it at that time. Senator
DURBIN has been on this ever since he
was in the House of Representatives.
This is not something new. It has been
around a long time.

If it is true, as has been said, that
transportation is the veins and arteries
of our free enterprise system in Amer-
ica, surely O’Hare is the heart pump.
When O’Hare backs up, everything
backs up. Airports back up all over the
country. Delivery systems back up all
over the country. What happens at
O’Hare affects every community in
America.

Quite frankly, the situation at
O’Hare is getting to be to the point
where if you have one bad weather pat-
tern in Chicago, and you have sunshine
in the rest of the United States, you
might as well have a hurricane in every

city if it is bad in Chicago. It will back
up everything all over America.

I bet that almost every Senator who
flies anywhere has had the experience
of sitting on the runway and the
weather looks good. The pilot comes on
and says: We can’t take off because
there is a weather delay in Chicago.
And you are waiting to fly to Min-
neapolis. That is what happens at
O’Hare today and what is happening in
our country.

At O’Hare, there are plenty of run-
ways. But because they are criss-
crossing each other, and because they
are too close together, you cannot have
simultaneous takeoffs and landings at
a number of different places. And, in
bad weather, you cannot use both par-
allel runways if you have adverse
weather conditions because they are to
close together. So O’Hare airport needs
to be redesigned. They need to have
parallel runways that are wide enough
apart to be operated in poor weather;
they need to get rid of the crisscross
runways that are there right now.

There has been some contention in
the past between the city of Chicago
and the State about how to proceed on
this. Some of us, led by Senator DUR-
BIN, have been pushing them to reach
an agreement, to get together. This is
a State and a local matter, but even
though it is a State and local matter,
O’Hare affects the entire United
States. So we have been asking them
to get together and work it out.

They did. I commend Mayor Daley of
the city of Chicago and Governor Ryan
of the State of Illinois for working to-
gether to come up with this agreement.
Now that we have this agreement, it is
time to move ahead aggressively to
make sure it is implemented and that
we move ahead without any further
delay.

That is what the amendment offered
by the Senator from Illinois does. It
makes sure we move ahead now that
we have this agreement between the
State of Illinois and the city of Chi-
cago.

With this agreement, and with the
changes that have been agreed to in
this agreement at O’Hare, with new
parallel runways, weather delays will
be reduced, it has been reported, by
over 90 percent. The economic impact
of less delays at O’Hare on this country
will be tremendous. The economic im-
pact if we do not do it will also be tre-
mendous in the negative.

At a time when we are looking at
getting out of a recession, and further
looking over the horizon for the next 10
years, any delays that we make at
O’Hare means we are going to affect
the entire economy of this country.

That is not an overstatement. That is
not just this Senator from Iowa saying
it. You can look at report after report
after report on the transportation sys-
tem in America and how it affects our
economy; and it all comes right back
to O’Hare Airport. That is how impor-
tant it is.

This agreement that was reached has
been in the making for a long time. It
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was not something that just happened
in one day. This has been ongoing lit-
erally for years, and more recently
over the last year. But now that this
agreement has been reached, why daw-
dle, why delay it any longer?

This amendment is not just a win for
Chicago, this is not just a Chicago
thing, and it is not just for Illinois.
This is good for South Dakota, Min-
nesota, Colorado, Iowa, Nebraska—all
the Midwest and the nation. I can tell
you, we have cities in Iowa that need
access to O’Hare: Sioux city, Mason
City, Fort Dodge and Burlington. Our
airports with access, Des Moines, Cedar
Rapids, Waterloo, Dubuque need more
reliable service.

The people who live in my State, in
order to transit to someplace else, far
to often have a very difficult time get-
ting there because they have to go
through Chicago.

If this change can take place, and we
can modify O’Hare as under the agree-
ment, this opens up O’Hare for our
smaller airports in the Midwest to feed
into, so people can travel more freely.
It opens up these small cities for com-
mercial and business travelers so busi-
nesses in those communities can have
better access to their markets and
their suppliers in other parts of the
country.

This is not just an issue for Chicago
and for Illinois and our nation. I have
not mentioned the international as-
pects of this. There is a huge inter-
national transit that comes in and out
of Chicago at O’Hare. That is also
backed up when Chicago has adverse
weather, for example. And certainly, a
lot of our people in the Midwest travel
overseas on business, and there are
people in other countries coming to the
Midwest for business purposes. They
get backed up.

How does that affect us? Well, they
may say: Maybe we want to make a
contract with a business. Why do it in
the Midwest? We cannot get afford the
possibility of delays because O’Hare is
always plugged up.

This is an economic necessity. It is
vital to the economy of the upper Mid-
west.

So when the Senator from Oklahoma
says that somehow we can put it off
and put it off, maybe a lot of his people
in Oklahoma do not use O’Hare.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. HARKIN. I yield for a question
without losing my right to the floor.

Mr. NICKLES. You said I wanted to
put it off and put it off. That is not
what I said. I said I would urge my col-
league to withdraw the amendment,
have it go through the Commerce Com-
mittee, bring it up in the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation; go through the regular process.

I may well support it. I go through
Chicago all the time. I am just con-
cerned about us reallocating the air-
port improvement funds on a Depart-
ment of Defense bill. I think that is a
mistake.

I am not wanting to get into the de-
tails of whether or not my colleague
from Illinois is right. I may want to
support the project at some time, but
it just does not belong on this bill.

Mr. HARKIN. I say to my friend from
Oklahoma, everybody makes that argu-
ment when there is something they do
not like. But the fact is, this is ger-
mane to this bill. There are provisions
in this bill that deal with the FAA and
the DOT. And this is vital, I say to my
friend from Oklahoma. So there is no
point of order that lies against this.
My friend from Oklahoma knows full
well that if we wait and try to do this
through Commerce, or through other
committees, it is next year and beyond.
We cannot wait any longer.

When the heart stops beating, the
body dies. When O’Hare gets plugged
up, we all die a little bit in this coun-
try—every city, especially in the upper
Midwest.

So we have this great agreement. I do
not know what the problem is. This is
something that the city of Chicago and
the State of Illinois basically are going
to be doing. All we are saying is, we
want them to continue to develop this
plan and execute it. That is all we are
saying. We want it to move ahead.

So I say to my friend from Okla-
homa, I did not even want to talk this
long. I would be glad to move it along
right now. But we do not want to delay
it. We want to get it done.

The amendment before us simply pro-
vides that the Secretary of Transpor-
tation work with the FAA to make
sure this locally developed and exe-
cuted plan in Illinois moves ahead ex-
peditiously.

It is in the interest of Chicago, it is
in the interest of Illinois, it is in the
interest of my State of Iowa, the upper
Midwest, and this Nation. We cannot
afford to wait any longer. I urge us to
move rapidly on this, adopt it, and
move ahead.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me

explain why we are here and what this
is all about. We have a bill before us
that provides emergency money for se-
curity at O’Hare Airport, emergency
money for security to try to protect
people’s lives and their safety. That is
what is in this bill.

What is being done here is that fund-
ing to preserve life and safety for peo-
ple who go through the airport in Chi-
cago is being delayed to try to force
the Secretary of Transportation to rat-
ify a deal on the Chicago airport. That
basically is what this amendment is
about.

This is an amendment that refuses to
release money for safety to protect the
lives of people who pass through the
Chicago airport, to try to inject the
Congress into a decision that ought to
be made in Illinois.

Quite frankly, this amendment po-
tentially could delay safety improve-
ments and jeopardize lives at the Chi-
cago airport.

This amendment has absolutely
nothing to do with this appropriations
bill. It pirates it. It is true that we
have a provision in the bill providing
money for safety, but what this amend-
ment does is pirate that provision by
saying you can’t spend the safety
money until the Secretary injects him-
self into this debate going on in Illi-
nois.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. GRAMM. I will in a minute. Let
me finish my point. This amendment
basically tries to use safety and the life
and safety of people who live in Illi-
nois, who live in Iowa, who live in
Texas as a bargaining chit to play poli-
tics with the improvement of an air-
port plan in Chicago that has not been
approved by people who are making
these decisions in Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. GRAMM. I will in a moment. Let
me just complete my point.

My point is this. This is piracy. This
is piracy against safety in not allowing
safety improvements to go forward
until the Secretary injects himself into
a decision that ought to be made in Il-
linois. This has nothing to do with the
Defense bill. At 7 o’clock on Friday
evening, when we are trying to finish
an appropriations bill, we have before
us a provision that has nothing to do
with national defense. It is a provision
that basically would have us sit as the
airport board in Chicago. And it is op-
posed by one of the two Senators from
Illinois.

It also strikes me, understanding
rule 28, that this is basically an effort
to put in place in conference something
that would be totally against the rules
of the Senate and that is a totally ex-
traneous provision. By putting this
seemingly harmless limitation on
spending safety money—if anybody be-
lieves limiting people’s ability to im-
prove safety at Chicago O’Hare is
harmless—what we do is create a vehi-
cle whereby, on the Defense appropria-
tions bill, we could see an approval of
an airport plan in Chicago. I don’t
think that is our business. I didn’t run
to be on the airport board in Chicago;
no one else here ran; certainly no one
was elected.

The Senator wanted me to yield. I
am happy to yield. But let me pose a
question. Is it your objective in con-
ference to change this language to ap-
prove this deal in Chicago? Is that
what you are trying to do?

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the Senator
from Texas that my objective here is to
have recognition of the fact that there
is an agreement. It is not to cir-
cumvent any Federal law relative to
safety or the environment.

Mr. GRAMM. What does that have to
do with us?

Mr. DURBIN. It has to do with us in
this respect: Illinois is one of a few
States, 15 out of 50, where the Governor
has the final word on an airport. Our
Governor has given consent to this
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plan to move forward on the airport,
and we are memorializing that consent
in this agreement.

I would like to ask the Senator from
Texas, who said that the language of
this amendment somehow—at one
point he said—threatens safety and
lives and at another point calls it a
harmless limitation, could I just refer
the Senator from Texas to the part
that says: The Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall ‘‘encourage a locally devel-
oped plan.’’ That is the operative lan-
guage. That is the only condition.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, if I
could reclaim my time, as I read the
language in the first sentence, it says:
‘‘Provided further: That before the re-
lease of funds under this account. . . .’’
What is the money under this account?
The money under this account is
money for safety at Chicago O’Hare
Airport. Is that not what it is for? It
seems to be, it is clear in the bill itself,
that is what it is for.

What we are doing is we are setting
up a hurdle that the Secretary of
Transportation has to meet before the
money can be released.

The Senator is going to say it is not
much of a hurdle. All he has to do is
jump into this dispute in Chicago
about this airport.

I go back to the point, whether peo-
ple in Illinois have agreed or not, what
business is it of ours at 7:03 on a Friday
night? I don’t see that it is any busi-
ness of ours.

I think when we do these things,
when the two Senators from the same
State don’t agree, that we are simply
injecting ourselves into a decision-
making process that violates the sepa-
ration of powers.

I would like to re-pose my question.
Does the Senator intend for this lan-
guage, if adopted, to be in the con-
ference report, or does he intend to try
to get the conference report changed or
ratified or to somehow give a Federal
commitment to this agreement?

Mr. DURBIN. I would be happy to re-
spond to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Please do.
Mr. DURBIN. This airport, O’Hare,

and all the other airports in this agree-
ment, will be treated no differently
than any other airport in America.

Mr. GRAMM. That is not my ques-
tion. I will be happy to yield if the Sen-
ator wants to answer my question.
Does the Senator intend to change this
language in conference if it is adopted,
or can he assure us that if it were
adopted, this language would be the
language he would prefer in the con-
ference report? There is a foul rumor
afloat that this simply makes it pos-
sible to get around rule 28 and to have
the Federal Government ratify this
agreement in this Defense bill.

Mr. DURBIN. May I respond?
Mr. GRAMM. If you would answer my

question, yes.
Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to respond

by saying to the Senator that I will at-
tempt in conference to put in place of
this language a bill which was intro-

duced today which memorializes the
agreement, provides no new obligations
or authority, but merely memorializes
the agreement between the Governor
and the mayor. It does not compromise
safety or the environment. This bill
has been introduced.

Mr. GRAMM. Why don’t you offer the
bill?

Mr. DURBIN. The bill will be offered.
Mr. GRAMM. Why wasn’t it offered

tonight, if you intend to put in the
conference report?

Mr. DURBIN. As the Senator knows,
because he is not only a learned pro-
fessor from Texas but because he
served in the House, the parliamentary
procedure necessary is a two-step pro-
cedure. The first step is placeholder
language. The second step is to offer
the amendment. That is exactly what
we are doing.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I will
yield the floor, but let me finish my
point. What we have here is an effort to
pirate on airport safety and an effort
to use a limit on the ability to spend
money for airport safety to create a ve-
hicle in conference to adopt a bill
which has never been considered and
certainly has not been adopted by the
committee of jurisdiction, a bill that
would not have been adopted in either
House of Congress, and a bill that is
not being offered on the floor of the
Senate tonight. Why is the bill not
being offered? The bill is not being of-
fered because it is subject to an objec-
tion under rule 16 because it is legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill.

It seems to me that not only is this
pirating safety, not only is this an
issue that has nothing to do with de-
fense, not only is this not the forum for
us to be considering this issue, this is
basically a ruse to pass a bill which is
not germane to this bill, which has
never been reported by the Commerce
Committee, which has never been voted
on in either House of Congress, and ba-
sically do it by getting the camel’s
nose under the tent.

We should support our colleague from
Illinois who opposes this amendment.
It would be one thing if the two Sen-
ators came to the floor and said: We
want the Congress to help us and we
want to be the airport board in Chi-
cago. I think that would be pretty un-
usual, but if they were both together
and wanted to do this, it would be one
thing. But I think to bring this kind of
legislation pirating safety to the floor
of the Senate when the Senators from
the same State don’t agree and as a ve-
hicle to make law something never re-
ported by committee, never considered
in either House of Congress, I think is
fundamentally wrong. It ought to be
objected to.

I urge my colleagues to let us get on
with the Defense bill. It is one thing to
be debating defense issues. It is one
thing to be trying to decide should we
rent Boeing aircraft to turn them into
tankers. That is a legitimate issue. It
is one thing to offer a substitute, which
I understand our two leaders of the

committee want to offer. But to get
into this kind of business at 7:09 on a
Friday night I think is an abuse of our
colleagues, and I urge that we not let
this happen.

Mr. ALLEN. Will the Senator from
Texas yield?

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SCHUMER). The Senator from Virginia.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I say to

my friend, the Senator from Texas——
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield

the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia has the floor.
Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent.
I have been listening, wondering why

this issue came up. I first listened to
Senator NICKLES talking about the pro-
cedural matters and Senator MCCAIN
talking about committee jurisdiction.
Then I heard my friend, the Senator
from Texas, talk about why is this in-
volved at all on a Defense appropria-
tions matter.

While the process and committee ju-
risdiction is very interesting, I am just
wondering why in the heck, regardless
of what bill it is on, the Senate is in-
volved in this issue at all.

There are concerns, and Senator
MCCAIN told me: This is going to affect
airport funds in Virginia, this, that,
and the other.

I said: Maybe so, but why are we
bringing this up?

I remember when I was Governor of
the Commonwealth of Virginia taking
great exception to the Federal Govern-
ment coming in and telling us how to
run Reagan National Airport, telling
us how many flights we can have out,
how many gates, the perimeter rule,
and how we should operate in our au-
thority that runs Reagan National, as
well as Dulles, and how they ought to
operate. I know there are some folks
who may be on the same side as me
who had the Federal Government
sticking their nose in the business of
the people of Virginia and the Metro-
politan Washington Airport Authority.

I have been reading about arguments
over whether O’Hare Airport ought to
be expanded or not or whether it is de-
sirable to have a third airport. I do not
know. I am not taking a side one way
or the other. If the folks in Chicago
and Illinois want three airports, two
airports, five airports, or seven air-
ports, to me that is the business of the
people of Illinois and those jurisdic-
tions in which those airports might be
expanded or located.

The Illinois delegation is split on the
proposal, which is interesting in itself,
but that is not dispositive to me. We
might have both Senators from Illinois
thinking it is great to usurp the rights
and prerogatives of the people of Illi-
nois. To me that would be something
politically foolish to do, but neverthe-
less, maybe some folks may not pay at-
tention to it.

This effort is one of expansion and
safety of O’Hare, and maybe that is a
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good idea, but the basic issue to me is
whether we are going to allow Federal
preemption of State law that requires
apparently State approval of airport
building or expansion.

This is a State law in the State of Il-
linois. Let them decide it. If that is a
foolish law, if it is too harmful for the
expansion of airports, it is not as if the
people in Illinois do not have the right
to vote to change those laws or those
representatives to change those laws if
they decided to do so.

Every civilian commercial airport in
our country, it seems to me, is owned
and operated by a political subdivision
of a State or multijurisdictional au-
thority. Those are powers that are
properly the prerogatives and in the
purview of the people in the States.

The way I see it, should Senator DUR-
BIN’s maybe well-intentioned amend-
ment—maybe it is a good idea to build
a third airport. Regardless, if this
amendment should be adopted, it would
actually allow the Federal Aviation
Administration to usurp the State gov-
ernment’s authority to decide this air-
port issue at the State level.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. ALLEN. This is a bad precedent
for us to be meddling in these affairs.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question? Is the Senator aware of
the fact the language involved was pre-
pared by the State of Illinois, by the
Governor of Illinois, with the mayor of
Chicago? It is not a preemption of
State authority. Is the Senator aware
this is language prepared by the State
of Illinois?

Mr. ALLEN. The point of all this is
the people from Illinois can figure this
out themselves. Do they really need us
to ratify their agreements?

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. ALLEN. Sure.
Mr. DURBIN. Or comment. I say it is

not a question of ratification. The
agreement has been reached. The ques-
tion is acknowledging the consent has
been given by the State. This language
comes from the State of Illinois. As
former Governor of Virginia, the Sen-
ator can understand when he sent lan-
guage in, it was clearly with his ap-
proval. That is the case here. It is not
preemptive.

Mr. ALLEN. Having once lived in
Deerfield, IL—I was a youngster at the
time. We did not have Illinois State
Government. But I did hear from the
other Senator, Senator FITZGERALD,
that the legislature has not agreed to
this language.

The point is, in my view, this is not
the jurisdiction or the place for us to
decide the issues that are rightly in the
purview and are the prerogative of the
people of Illinois and political subdivi-
sions therein. I may agree with the
Senator that maybe the best idea is ex-
pansion of O’Hare Airport, as opposed
to the third airport. Again, that is
something that needs to be worked out
with the localities and, for that mat-

ter, all branches of the State govern-
ment in Illinois.

Mr. President, I will support the ef-
forts to defeat this amendment. I do
think the issue of air transportation is
important to our Nation, obviously,
but these decisions are best made by
the people in the States, those closest
to it. If those laws need amending, let
them work it out with due process at
the State level, and do not bring these
fights and decisions to the Senate. We
are remote people who do not know the
details and are trying to make a deci-
sion.

I think it is best we defer this deci-
sion and refer it back to the jurisdic-
tion and court where it ought to be,
and that is in Illinois.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized.
Mr. FITZGERALD. I thank the

Chair.
Mr. President, I appreciate this op-

portunity to talk on this issue. I com-
pliment my colleagues from other
States—Texas, Oklahoma, Virginia—
and also the distinguished Senator
from Arizona for speaking in favor of
my position on this issue.

The fact is, this is an issue on which
there is a sharp difference of opinion
between Senator DURBIN and me. That
rarely happens on a State project issue.
In fact, more often than not, Senator
DURBIN and I work together when it in-
volves a State project. We were just
working earlier today to help save a
VA Hospital in the city of Chicago.
More often than not, we are certainly
united on civil or project-type issues.

On this issue, we do have a difference
of opinion. I oppose what Senator DUR-
BIN is hoping to do. His argument
pointed out that the Illinois delegation
is divided. In general, I think Congress-
man LIPINSKI in the House supports
Senator DURBIN’s efforts. Congressman
HYDE and Congressman JESSE JACKSON,
JR., happen to support my side. Other
Members of the Illinois delegation have
not necessarily taken a position. They
are not statewide officers and have not
had to form an opinion necessarily or
weigh in on this matter.

It is true that the mayor of the city
of Chicago, Mayor Daley, as well as the
Governor of the State of Illinois, did
reach agreement two nights ago on an
O’Hare expansion plan. I do not support
that expansion plan, however.

Our Governor had long opposed
Mayor Daley’s efforts to expand O’Hare
Airport. After getting some other pro-
visions, including the continuance of
Meigs Field in Chicago, which inciden-
tally, I support, the Governor did de-
cide to support Mayor Daley’s efforts
to expand O’Hare Airport.

The crux of this issue, as I see it—
and Senator DURBIN has been very up-
front with me—is the language that we
will actually be called to vote on in the
Senate. It is this language, and it is, as
Senator DURBIN stated, placeholder
language. It is innocuous language. It
does not do much. The idea is Senator

DURBIN, who is going to be on the con-
ference committee on Defense appro-
priations, would like to go into the
conference committee and then intro-
duce much lengthier language that
would, in fact, force the reconstruction
of O’Hare Airport, the tearing up and
rebuilding of O’Hare Airport. The nub,
the crux, of Senator DURBIN’s language
in that regard is to, indeed, preempt
State law.

At the outset I will introduce into
the RECORD the legislative language
that Senator DURBIN shared with me.
We spoke on the phone yesterday. He
fully disclosed his plans. He would have
placeholder language tonight. If he
made it to conference, he would like to
introduce this language. The Senator
cannot tell me if he believes that lan-
guage will be any different but he said
this is the language he would like to
get in the conference committee report
on Defense appropriations. With a rul-
ing from the Chair, I ask unanimous
consent to enter this language and
have it printed in the RECORD, because
I will later want to walk through this
language section by section.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
SECTION 1. NECESSITY OF O’HARE RUNWAY RE-

DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OF
SOUTH SUBURBAN AIRPORT.

(a) The Congress hereby declares that rede-
sign and reconstruction of Chicago-O’Hare
International Airport in Cook and DuPage
Counties, Illinois in accordance with the
runway redesign plan, and the development
of a south suburban airport in the Chicago
metropolitan region, are each required to
improve the efficiency of, and relieve conges-
tion in, the national air transportation sys-
tem.

(b) The Federal Aviation Administrator
shall implement this Federal policy by fa-
cilitating approval, funding, construction
and implementation of—

(1) the runway redesign plan upon receipt
of an application from Chicago for approval
of an airport layout plan that includes the
runway redesign plan, and

(2) the south suburban airport upon receipt
of an application from the State or a polit-
ical subdivision thereof for approval of an
airport layout plan for a south suburban air-
port, subject in each case only to application
in due course of Federal laws respecting en-
vironmental protection and environmental
analysis including, without limitation, the
National Environmental Policy Act; and the
Administrator’s determinations with respect
to practicability, safety and, efficiency, and
consistency with Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration design criteria.

(c) The State shall not enact or enforce
any law respecting aeronautics that inter-
feres with, or has the effect of interfering
with, implementation of Federal policy with
respect to the runway redesign plan includ-
ing, without limitation, sections 38.01, 47 and
48 of the Illinois Aeronautics Act.

(d) All environmental reviews, analyses,
and opinions related to issuance of permits,
licenses, or approvals by operation of Fed-
eral law relating to the runway redesign plan
or the south suburban airport shall be con-
ducted on an expedited basis. Every Federal
agency shall complete environmental-related
reviews on an expedited and coordinated
basis.

(e) If the Administrator determines that
construction or operation of the runway re-
design plan would not conform, within the
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meaning of section 176(c) of the Clean Air
Act, to an applicable implementation plan
approved or promulgated under section 110 of
the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall forthwith cause or pro-
mulgate a revision of such implementation
plan sufficient for the runway redesign plan
to satisfy the requirements of section 176(c)
of the Clean Air Act.

(f) The term ‘‘runway redesign plan’’
means (i) six parallel runways at O’Hare ori-
ented in the east-west direction with the ca-
pability, to the extent determined by the Ad-
ministrator to be practicable, safe and effi-
cient, for four simultaneous independent in-
strument aircraft arrivals, and all associated
taxiways, navigational facilities, passenger
handling facilities and other related facili-
ties, and (ii) the closure of existing runways
14L–32R, 14R–32L and 18–36.

(g) The term ‘‘south suburban airport’’
means a supplemental air carrier airport in
the vicinity of Peotone, Illinois.
SEC. 2. PHASING OF CONSTRUCTION.

Approval by the Administrator of an air-
port layout plan that includes the runway
redesign plan shall provide that any runway
located more than 2500 feet south of existing
runway 9R–27L shall not begin construction
before January 1, 2011.
SEC. 3. WESTERN PUBLIC ROADWAY ACCESS.

The Administrator shall not consider, and
shall reject as incomplete, an airport layout
plan submitted by Chicago that includes the
runway redesign plan, unless it includes pub-
lic roadway access through the western
boundary of O’Hare to passenger terminal
and parking facilities. Approval of western
public road access shall be subject to the
condition that its cost of construction will
be paid from airport revenues.
SEC. 4. NOISE MITIGATION.

(a) Approval by the Administrator of an
airport layout plan that includes the runway
redesign plan shall require Chicago to offer
acoustical treatment of all single-family
houses and schools located within the 65
DNL noise contour for each construction
phase of the runway redesign plan, subject to
Federal Aviation Administration guidelines
and specifications of general applicability.
The Administrator shall determine that Chi-
cago’s plan for acoustical treatment is finan-
cially feasible.

(b) (1) Approval by the Administrator of an
airport layout plan that includes the runway
redesign plan shall be subject to the condi-
tion that noise impact of aircraft operations
at O’Hare in the calendar year immediately
following the year in which the first new
runway is first used, and in each calendar
year thereafter, will be less than the noise
impact in calendar year 2000. The Adminis-
trator shall make the determination re-
quired by this Section.

(2) The Administrator shall—
(i) make the determination using, to the

extent practicable, the procedures specified
in part 150 of title 14 of the Code of Federal
Regulations;

(ii) use the same method for 2000 as for
each forecast year;

(iii) determine noise impact solely in
terms of the aggregate number of square
miles and the aggregate number of single-
family houses and schools exposed to 65 or
greater decibels using the DNL metric, in-
cluding for this purpose only single-family
houses and schools in existence on the last
day of calendar year 2000.

(3) The condition described in subsection
(a) shall be enforceable exclusively by the
Administrator, using noise mitigation meas-
ures approved or approvable under Part 150
of title 14 the Code of Federal Regulations.
SEC. 5. SOUTH SUBURBAN AIRPORT FEDERAL

FUNDING.
The Administrator shall give priority con-

sideration to a letter of intent application

submitted by the State of Illinois or a polit-
ical subdivision thereof for the construction
of the south suburban airport. This consider-
ation shall be given not later than 90 days
after a final record of decision approving the
airport layout plan for the south suburban
airport has been issued by the Adminis-
trator.
SEC. 6. FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION.

(a) On July 1, 2004, or as soon thereafter as
may be possible, the Administrator shall
construct the runway redesign plan as a Fed-
eral project, provided—

(1) the Administrator finds, after notice
and opportunity for public comment, that a
continuous course of construction of the run-
way redesign plan has not commenced and is
not reasonably expected to commence by De-
cember 1, 2004.

(2) Chicago agrees in writing to construc-
tion of the runway redesign plan as a Federal
project by the Administrator,

(3) Chicago enters into an agreement, ac-
ceptable to the Administrator, to protect the
interests of the United States Government
with respect to the construction, operation
and maintenance of the runway redesign
plan, and,

(4) Chicago provides, without cost to the
United States Government, land easements,
rights-of-way, rights of entry and other in-
terests in land poverty deemed necessary and
sufficient by the Administrator to permit
construction of the runway redesign plan as
a Federal project and to protect the interests
of the United States Government in its con-
struction, operation, maintenance and use.

(b) The Administrator may make an agree-
ment with Chicago under which Chicago will
provide the work described in subsection (a),
for the benefit of the Administrator.

(c) The Administrator is authorized and di-
rected to acquire in the name of the United
States all land, easements, rights-of-way,
rights of entry, or other interests in land or
property necessary for the runway redesign
plan under this Section, subject to such
terms and conditions as the Administrator
deems necessary to protect the interests of
the United States.
SEC. 7. MERRILL C. MEIGS FIELD.

(a) Until January 1, 2026, the Adminis-
trator shall withhold all airport grant funds
respecting O’Hare Airport, other than grants
respecting national security and safety, un-
less the Administrator is reasonably satis-
fied that the following conditions have been
met—

(1) Merrill C. Meigs Field in Chicago either
is being operated by Chicago as an airport or
has been closed for reasons beyond Chicago’s
control. If Meigs Field is closed for reasons
beyond Chicago’s control, none of the fol-
lowing conditions in subparagraphs 2
through 5 shall apply,

(2) Chicago is providing at its expense all
off-airport roads and other access, services,
equipment and other personal property that
it provided in connection with the operation
of Meigs on and prior to December 1, 2001,

(3) Chicago is operating Meigs Field, at its
expense, at all times as a public airport in
good condition and repair open to all users
capable of utilizing the airport, and is main-
taining the airport for such public oper-
ations at least from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
seven days per week whenever weather con-
ditions permit,

(4) Chicago is providing or causing its
agents or independent contractors to provide
all services (including police and fire protec-
tion services) provided or offered at Meigs on
or immediately prior to December 1, 2001, in-
cluding such tie-down, terminal, refueling
and repair services as were then provided as
rates that reflect actual costs of providing
such goods and services at Meigs Field, pro-

vided that after January 1, 2006 the Adminis-
trator shall not withhold grant funds under
this Section to the extent he determines
that withholding of grant funds would create
an unreasonable burden on interstate com-
merce.

(b) The Administrator shall not enforce the
conditions specified in subsection (a) if the
State of Illinois enacts a law on or after Jan-
uary 1, 2006 authorizing the closure of Meigs
Field.

(c) Net operating losses resulting from op-
eration of Meigs, to the extent consistent
with law, are expected to be paid by the two
air carriers at O’Hare that paid the highest
amount of airport fees and charges at O’Hare
for the immediately preceding calendar year.
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
Chicago may use airport revenues generated
at O’Hare to fund the operation of Meigs
Field.
SEC. 8. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

An order issued by the Administrator in
whole or in part under this Section shall be
deemed to be an order issued under Title 49,
United States Code, Subtitle VII, Part A,
and shall be reviewed exclusively in accord-
ance with the procedures in Section 46110 of
Title 49, United States Code.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.
Mr. INHOFE. I heard the other Sen-

ator from Illinois talking about all of
the people and the officials in Illinois
who wanted this. I wanted to give an-
other perspective on this issue.

I was elected in 1986, the same time
DENNY HASTERT, now Speaker of the
House, was elected. All I have heard
from DENNY HASTERT and from my col-
leagues on the House side all these
years was they wanted to have a third
airport.

I have to admit I prefer the provi-
sions of Senator DURBIN’s bill. On a
freestanding bill, I am a cosponsor. I
think it is a good idea. This also affects
something no one has talked about,
and that is Meigs Field. So I have some
selfish reasons I would like to see that,
but not on a Defense appropriations
bill. I think it is the wrong place for it,
and I will oppose it, even though I
agree with the provisions of the bill.

I have talked to House Members
since 1986, and as near as I can tell they
are split down the middle, so there is
no unanimity in the delegation that I
can see.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The Senator from
Oklahoma makes a very good point. I
appreciate that point, and I appreciate
his efforts to keep Meigs Field open be-
cause I think that is an important
asset for the city of Chicago. I have
worked with the Senator on that issue
before and would like to continue
working with him in that regard.

I do not believe it is appropriate to
have this language on a Defense appro-
priations bill. This language has noth-
ing to do with our national defense. It
has nothing to do with protecting our
troops in Afghanistan, and I regret the
Senate has to be in session tonight de-
bating this and, in fact, substituting
itself for the Illinois State Legislature.

I served for 6 years in the Illinois
State Senate. Whether we would amend
the Illinois Aeronautics Act is the sort
of issue we used to debate and vote on
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in the Illinois State Senate. It is not
by my choosing, I assure my col-
leagues, that the Senate is tonight sub-
stituting itself for the Illinois Legisla-
ture, which would probably not ap-
prove this plan. We are being asked to
preempt the laws of the State of Illi-
nois and specifically the Illinois Aero-
nautics Act.

I am going to give some summary re-
marks at the outset, and then I will
want to walk through a section-by-sec-
tion analysis of Senator DURBIN’s lan-
guage.

There is no reason for us to be in the
Chamber tonight debating this. There
is no reason to ask the Federal Govern-
ment to step in. The mayor of the city
of Chicago has never requested the
State of Illinois for a permit to do his
expansion plan at O’Hare. If he wants
to do it, he should formally request
that the State grant him a permit. If
the FAA also grants him a permit, pre-
sumably he could go forward and do his
expansion plan.

What we are being asked to do to-
night is to gut the State permitting
program, to rip out and make of no ef-
fect the Illinois Aeronautics Act. Of
course, we are also being asked to gut
State environmental laws that might
protect the environment and the
health and safety of the people around
O’Hare Airport.

Nor did the mayor of the city of Chi-
cago ever bring this issue up to the
State legislature. If it were a problem
he could not get a permit from the
State of Illinois, clearly he could ask
the State legislature to amend State
law. No attempt has been made to go
to the State legislature and ask them
to amend State law. Instead, as a first
step they came to the Senate and
asked the Senate to come in and re-
write and preempt State law.

In my judgment, a project such as
this should be a bottoms-up project,
not a top down; not people in Wash-
ington making these decisions; I do not
think I would be qualified to act on a
runway project in Hawaii or New York
or at LaGuardia or JFK or Newark; I
would not know the situation. This is
not an appropriate issue for the Senate
to be debating. As Senator GRAMM said,
we are not an aviation panel.

In addition to gutting the State per-
mit process, the other thing this lan-
guage would do is it would gut the ana-
lytical framework that we in Congress,
in the Senate and the House, have
mandated for approving airport plans.
We have no studies, no reports, no FAA
modeling available. We do not have
any idea, other than news reports, of
the cost of tearing up the seven run-
ways at O’Hare and repositioning
them. We have no FAA models of how
much new capacity we would get. We
do not have any studies that suggest it
would improve or cut down on delays.
We do not know what the future capac-
ity would be. We do not know whether
it is a safe plan.

I have two charts. The first chart is
a diagram of the existing layout at

O’Hare Airport where we have seven
runways, six of which are active.
O’Hare is the world’s busiest airport
and, in fact, this year we have had
more operations and enplanements
than Atlanta’s Hartsfield Airport.
Mayor Daley’s plan is to tear up those
existing runways and to reorient them
so he would have six parallel runways,
six of them parallel east/west and two
running from the northeast to the
southwest, for a total of eight runways.

We are not safety experts in this
body. We do not know if that is a good
design. We do not know if that is a
cost-effective design. I had an air traf-
fic controller in my office on Monday
of this week saying he was concerned
there could be safety problems. The
reason he said he thought there could
be safety problems is because FAA reg-
ulations normally require a 4,300-foot
separation between runways. In fact, I
have a brochure from the Federal Avia-
tion Administration that suggests
proper separation between runways is
an extremely important issue with re-
spect to the safety of an airport.

This is the brochure. This is called
‘‘Improving Runway Safety Through
Airfield Configuration.’’ It is a little
pamphlet put out by the Federal Avia-
tion Administration. One of the points
it makes for building safe airports is
that layouts should be avoided that re-
sult in closely spaced parallel runways.

It says, provide adequate distance be-
tween parallel runways so a landing
aircraft can exit the runway, decel-
erate, and hold short of the parallel
runway without interfering with subse-
quent operations on either runway.

The FAA says the standard separa-
tion requires 4,300 feet, but it is my un-
derstanding this city of Chicago plan
which has not been subjected to any
vetting by any engineering firms or en-
gineering designers, airport designers,
airport layout experts, any Federal or
State panel that those two runways
would be 1,300 feet apart.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. FITZGERALD. I would like to

speak for a while.
Mr. DURBIN. Very quickly, I would

close and give the Senator as much
time as he wants to speak if the Sen-
ator and I can agree to a unanimous
consent request to limit the debate on
this amendment. I want to give him
whatever time he wants, a few minutes
to close, and let the Members go to
consideration of the bill. Will the Sen-
ator give me an indication?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I would object to
a unanimous consent agreement on the
time.

Mr. President, we are not in a posi-
tion to approve a runway design plan.
This is probably the first time Con-
gress has ever been asked to codify a
runway design plan. I am not sure
whether it is safe to have two sets of
parallel runways only 1,300 feet apart.
That seems pretty close to me. Maybe
it is a good design and maybe it works.
The point is, we don’t have the exper-
tise in this body, and we should not get

the framework that we in Congress
have set up for approving and sub-
jecting such proposals to a rigorous
analysis.

Another point I make at the outset is
that as you read the language that
Senator DURBIN would like to get in
the conference committee report, you
see that the Federal Government takes
a role in this whole process of building
the O’Hare redevelopment plan. The
language in the bill could arguably
drain airport improvement funds from
every Senator’s airport around the
country and put it in at O’Hare, when
some members of the Illinois delega-
tion, including myself, don’t even favor
that plan.

I favor the construction of a third
airport in the south suburbs. That is
something that the FAA and the city
of Chicago and the States of Illinois,
Wisconsin, and Indiana concluded was
the right thing to do back in 1986–1988
when they did the Chicago Airport Ca-
pacity Study. That study concluded
that it was not practicable to expand
the capacity of O’Hare Airport and
that the appropriate solution for the
future was to build a third airport. It
was suggested that the south suburbs
of Chicago would be a good place to
start a third airport.

My message to my colleagues from
around the country is, if you are will-
ing to risk airport improvement funds
in your own States for your airports,
then you should support Senator DUR-
BIN. But if you want to keep your share
of airport improvement funds for your
airports and not send them for an ex-
pansion plan that I don’t even support
in Illinois, then you should vote with
me.

It should also be pointed out at this
point that this is a project that in-
volves blockbuster amounts. In Au-
gust, the State of Illinois transpor-
tation director suggested that the cost
of the total project would be as much
as $13 billion. And the reason it is so
costly is because you are tearing up ex-
isting runways that are very deep—one
is one of the longest in the country—
and you are repositioning them. Of
course, the mayor of Chicago already
has a $4 billion terminal expansion
plan that is on the table, and then in-
cluded in this language that Senator
DURBIN has is a western access road
that could cost as much as $3 billion,
depending on where it goes.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.
Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator indi-

cate who will pay for the western ac-
cess?

Mr. FITZGERALD. That is unclear. I
think under certain circumstances the
western access would have to be paid
for out of airport improvement funds
because in section 6 of your bill you
provide for Federal construction of the
project.

Mr. DURBIN. Is the Senator aware
the western access would be paid for by
the city of Chicago?

Mr. FITZGERALD. No, and that is
certainly not clear from the language.
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I cite section 1(f) of your language
where you define the runway design
plan to include related facilities, which
I take to include related roadway im-
provements. So I don’t know how many
Senators want airport improvement
funds drained from their States to go
for a road in the Chicago area which
would be part of this overall O’Hare ex-
pansion plan. That road happens to be
a good idea if they do it in the right
way. If they do it in the wrong way, it
will take up 20 percent of the business
and an industrial park in the city of
Elk Grove, the largest industrial park
in the country. Twenty percent of that
would be taken out.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. FITZGERALD. I will yield for

one more question.
Mr. DURBIN. I refer the Senator to

specific language which says, approval
of western public road access shall be
subject to conditioning that the cost of
construction be paid for from airport
revenues.

It does not come from airport im-
provement by the Federal Government.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Where do you
have that language?

Mr. DURBIN. Airport improvement
funds come from Washington; airport
revenues——

Mr. FITZGERALD. But they would
be revenues of O’Hare Airport.

Mr. DURBIN. From the ticket
charges.

Mr. FITZGERALD. O’Hare revenues
would include whatever revenues they
took in, from any source. You don’t say
that.

Mr. DURBIN. I say to my colleague,
airport improvement funds are from
Washington, from the General Treas-
ury; and the passenger facility charge
is generated by the airport itself. And
it specifically says the western access
will be paid for from airport revenues,
not from the Federal Treasury.

I say to the Senator, we can disagree
and do disagree, but I want him to rep-
resent this as it is written.

Mr. FITZGERALD. To my colleague
from Illinois I say I am sure if I got an
annual report of O’Hare and looked at
the income statements, they would in-
clude as airport revenues the funds
they receive from whatever source—
from airport improvement funds, from
PFCs, from concessions, or any source
that is part of total revenue. I differ on
how this language reads.

As I said earlier, there are safety
issues raised by this project, this pro-
posal. We currently have 25 taxi run-
way crossings at O’Hare. That brochure
that I held up earlier that the FAA
puts out on airport safety, one point it
makes is layouts of airports that re-
quire aircraft and vehicles to cross run-
ways need to be avoided. This goes on
to say that every crossing represents a
potential runway incursion. Vehicle
crossings can be eliminated by con-
structing all-weather perimeter and
service roads. At busy airports with a
large volume of vehicles traveling from
one side of the airport to the other, it

may be cost beneficial to construct ve-
hicle roadway tunnels under the run-
ways.

It goes on and emphasizes that the
number of crossings, taxiway and run-
way crossings affect safety. My under-
standing is the current layout at
O’Hare Airport has 25 taxiways and
runway crossings, but this new plan
would have 43. It is a much more com-
plicated design. Under the standard set
up by the FAA, in their own brochure,
there could be an increased threat of a
runway incursion.

The point has been previously made
by my colleagues from Arizona and
elsewhere that the language Senator
DURBIN is offering tonight bypasses the
authorizing committees in the House
and the Senate. It is, in my judgment,
a circumvention of the process. The ap-
propriations, the Defense appropria-
tions bill is not the appropriate vehicle
to have a transportation or an aviation
measure. In the Senate, we have the
Commerce Committee that governs
transportation and aviation. If there is
any expertise in the Senate staff and
among the Senators who have a lot of
experience in aviation, it is in the Sen-
ate Commerce Committee, and in the
House it is the House Transportation
Committee. The House has, in fact,
told our Commerce Committee staff
that they will oppose this language in
conference because they believe this is
not going through the proper channels.
There were no hearings in the appro-
priate committee.

As I said, why aren’t we doing this in
the State legislature? If for some rea-
son they couldn’t do it in the State leg-
islature—say they weren’t meeting for
the next year and they had to come to
the Senate—you would think the way
to do this would be to bring a bill and
go through the appropriate channels,
go through the authorizing committee,
and have hearings in the Senate Com-
merce Committee.

Of course, I was in Chicago with Sen-
ator DURBIN and Senator MCCAIN ear-
lier. We had an informational hearing
on aviation in Chicago. At that time,
Mayor Daley had decided he was going
to come out with a plan. But the plan
that was just agreed to that we are now
being asked to vote on is 48 hours old.
It was a backroom deal between two
people. It didn’t involve the State leg-
islature. It is not available to the pub-
lic. No details are available to the pub-
lic. We are being asked right now to
enact it into Federal law.

The other thing this language that
the city of Chicago is offering does is
take the unprecedented step of saying
if this new airport violates the Clean
Air Act, if we are going to violate the
EPA laws, then the EPA must revise
their own regulations so that the plan
can fly. Isn’t that nice? We are just
going to give them in Federal law a
cart blanche to violate the permissible
levels of toxic pollutants put out, and
we are going to do that in the Senate.
Isn’t that a good idea?

My understanding is there are air-
ports around the country that have had

problems because they haven’t been
able to comply with the Clean Air Act.
But they have to make modifications
so they comply with the Clean Air Act.

I would like O’Hare Airport—whether
the current airport or a redesigned
O’Hare—to comply with the Clean Air
Act. I wouldn’t want the Clean Air Act
modified or weakened or the burden
put on some other industry to make up
for the added pollution given out by
O’Hare Airport.

Of course, one of the problems we
have in airports such as O’Hare in a
congested urban and suburban sur-
rounding is that you pose a risk of
toxic pollutants to hundreds of thou-
sands of people.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I would prefer to
continue and give the Senator plenty
of time to respond at the end of my
speech.

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you.
Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President,

another issue I have been concerned
about and Congressman JACKSON and
Congressman HYDE have been con-
cerned about for a very long period of
time is that we have two airlines that
have 87 percent of the aviation market
at O’Hare. Those airlines are United
and American. I applaud the hard-
working employees of those airlines. I
have a great deal of respect for them.
They have been through a very dif-
ficult fall.

But one of the issues I am concerned
about is that there is not adequate
competition on long-haul flights to
Chicago. We have some competition
coming out of Midway Airport, and
very good competition from great air-
lines, ATA and Southwest. It is dif-
ficult to do long-haul flights because
the runways are so short.

I thought it would be preferable to
build a third airport because that
would provide new entrants in the Chi-
cago aviation area and an opportunity
to compete with United and American.

A GAO study commissioned by Con-
gress a couple of years ago said monop-
oly overcharges at Chicago’s O’Hare
Airport—additional fees that con-
sumers of air travel in the Chicago
area pay that result from monopoly
conditions at O’Hare—amount to $623
million a year. In fact, Governor Ryan,
when he was campaigning for Gov-
ernor, put out a policy paper that cited
that GAO report in support of his then
position favoring the third airport.

While I think Senator DURBIN’s ulti-
mate objective and certainly Mayor
Daley’s objective would to be expand
capacity at O’Hare, my question is how
construction would proceed. When they
are tearing up and rebuilding O’Hare,
my worry would be we would, in fact,
have less capacity than we do right
now due to construction.

Anybody in the Chicago area who
drives the expressways from the sub-
urbs to the city or from the city to the
suburbs knows what happens when
there is a construction project during
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the summer on the expressways. It
causes huge bottlenecks. People’s com-
mutes to work are doubled.

My fear is that, while we are doing
this massive tearing up and rebuilding
of O’Hare, the delays we have been en-
during for the last few years at O’Hare
and around the country would, in fact,
be exacerbated.

In addition, one of the things that
the language Senator DURBIN will be
offering in the conference committee,
if he succeeds in getting this language
adopted tonight, in my judgment—and
I think Senator DURBIN will probably
dispute it, but I will let him speak for
himself—this language is a backdoor
means of killing the third airport at
the south suburban site.

There is a section in the bill that
mentions Peotone, but it really is just
lipservice. It says the FAA must con-
sider Peotone. But I think I will be
able to demonstrate as we go on to-
night that the specific terms of the
language, because they mandate a re-
construction project at O’Hare, would
have the effect of drying up the jus-
tification for going forward with a
third airport.

The State’s premise for building the
third airport has always been that
there was not going to be an expansion
of O’Hare. The Chicago Airport Capac-
ity Study of 1986 to 1988, in fact, con-
cluded that it wasn’t feasible—I agree
with them—to expand the capacity at
O’Hare, which leads me to my discus-
sion of the wisdom of expanding O’Hare
as opposed to going forward with a
third airport in the south suburbs.

The bottom line, in my argument, is
that we would get more capacity more
quickly at less cost by building a third
airport in the south suburbs than we
would by going forward with Mayor
Daley’s expansion plan at O’Hare. Of
course, going forward with the third
airport would still leave money for ev-
erybody else’s airports in the country.
I don’t think Mayor Daley’s plan
would.

If I could point to a couple of the ad-
vantages, first with respect to cost.
There have been many estimates of the
cost. I think we can count on the
O’Hare expansion being at least $13 bil-
lion. That was the figure cited by Kirk
Brown, director of the department of
transportation of the State of Illinois
in August with respect to Mayor
Daley’s expansion plan. That is because
there is $6 billion in runway recon-
struction that is being proposed and
talked about right now. There is $4 bil-
lion for the World Gateway Terminal
Program that is already underway.
Then there is $3 billion in related road-
way improvements.

In contrast, the third airport would
be on a greenfield site on 24,000 acres in
a rural area and would only cost $5 bil-
lion to $6 billion, roughly the same
amount at Denver International Air-
port. It is laid out similarly on a lot of
land with a lot of space. It is easier to
build in an open space than it is to go
into a congested urban area. It is easier

than going into an existing airport
such as O’Hare, tearing up and moving
the runways, and in some cases tearing
them up and moving them over 500
feet. You don’t have that waste if you
just go ahead and build the third air-
port.

Capacity: Mayor Daley’s plan would
add 700,000 additional flight operations
at O’Hare. It is now at 900,000 oper-
ations. An additional 700,000 a year
would bring it to 1.6 million operations
in a year.

But, in fact, for a third of the cost,
the capacity could be 1.6 million oper-
ations, much greater for the long-term
future of our country.

Construction of the third airport: By
the terms of the legislation, which Sen-
ator DURBIN will provide to the con-
ference committee, you can see they
aren’t even anticipating getting to the
final runway at O’Hare until 2011. That
project is going to go on for more than
a decade. It will go on and on and on,
and people will probably, in my judg-
ment, be delayed during the construc-
tion.

In contrast, it is estimated that
phase I of the third airport could be up
in 3 to 5 years after we got approval.
And a request for approval has already
been started at the FAA. The State has
already submitted that plan. The city
of Chicago has not submitted its plan
yet to the FAA.

Community: With respect to O’Hare,
you have significant opposition from
communities surrounding O’Hare. The
quality of life of hundreds of thousands
of people would be adversely affected
by that proposal. Yet in the south sub-
urbs, you generally have significant
community support, although there is,
of course, some local opposition from
homeowners; there is no question
about that.

Going back to the competition point,
the O’Hare expansion, in one of the de-
signs of this whole O’Hare expansion, is
to goldplate United’s and American’s
position at O’Hare. At United and
American, they do a good job. I fly
them back and forth every week be-
tween Washington and Illinois. But
they do enjoy a monopoly position.
They have an 87-percent market share
at Chicago O’Hare Airport. The fact is,
they have been opposing O’Hare expan-
sion for years, probably as much as 30
years.

O’Hare first reached capacity in 1969.
That is when the FAA had to cap the
number of flights there because the de-
mand for flights started to exceed ca-
pacity. The former Mayor Daley tried
to build a third airport. He tried to
build an airport at Lake Michigan, a
third airport. He recognized back in
the early 1970s the need for a new air-
port.

What this O’Hare expansion would do
is, it would lock in American’s and
United’s dominance of the aviation
market in Chicago. That is good for the
shareholders of United and American.
But I would say that is not good for
consumers. We benefit by having more

choices, by having competition, by
having new entrants come into the air-
port.

If we had a new airport, we would
have new entrants coming into the Chi-
cago market almost certainly. We have
had testimony before the Senate Com-
merce Committee that new entrants
have a hard time or cannot get into
O’Hare. In fact, a representative of
JetBlue testified earlier this year that
they wanted to run flights to Chicago
out of New York, but they could not
get into Midway or O’Hare.

We have to confront this issue be-
cause passenger travel has gone up 400
percent in this country since deregula-
tion. But the major hub carriers have
blocked every single new airport in the
last 20 years with the exception of Den-
ver. And in Denver’s case, they insisted
that Stapleton Airport be shut down so
they could not get a maverick carrier
like Southwest in there competing.

So you look around the country now.
What Congress has allowed to happen
is we have monopolies by region in
aviation. If you go to Atlanta, Delta
has a dominant position. If you go to
Minneapolis-St. Paul, you have North-
west, which has a dominant position.
They have also a dominant position in
Memphis and Detroit. If you look at
Dallas, in Senator GRAMM’s State, you
have a dominant position by American
Airlines.

In Chicago, United and American
share their dominance. We are blessed
in Chicago because we have a duopoly
as opposed to a monopoly; and that is
somewhat better. But the fact of the
matter is, consumers around the coun-
try are suffering because they do not
have aviation choices in their commu-
nities. And the airlines kind of like
this situation. You do not see Delta
making much of an attempt to go into
United’s and American’s turf in Chi-
cago, and you do not see much of an at-
tempt by United and American to go
and intrude on Delta’s dominant posi-
tion at Atlanta’s Hartsfield Airport.
They have kind of carved up the Na-
tion’s aviation market like slices of
apple pie.

I would like to focus and turn our at-
tention now to a section-by-section
analysis of the language that Senator
DURBIN would like to introduce into
the conference committee on the De-
fense appropriations bill.

If we start right at the beginning of
section (1), it is entitled: ‘‘Necessity Of
O’Hare Runway Redesign And Develop-
ment of South Suburban Airport.’’

Section (1) (a) reads:
The Congress hereby declares that redesign

and reconstruction of Chicago-O’Hare Inter-
national Airport in Cook and DuPage Coun-
ties, Illinois in accordance with the runway
redesign plan——

And that is later defined——
and the development of a south suburban

airport in the Chicago metropolitan region,
are each required to improve the efficiency
of, and relieve congestion in, the national air
transportation system.

I submit that the very first para-
graph of Senator DURBIN’s language
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that he hopes to put into the con-
ference committee report—that there
is no basis for this language. There is
not a single report, no finding, no
study, no cost analysis, no cost-benefit
analysis to support the idea that we
should both build a massive O’Hare and
go forward with the south suburban
airport that I discussed.

As we discussed, the State’s premise
for the third airport is that O’Hare
would not and could not be expanded.
There are studies—there are reams of
studies—going back many years that
say we need a third airport. Those
studies are premised on the belief that
there is no way that O’Hare could be
feasibly expanded. And so there is jus-
tification for Peotone.

There is no study—nothing—that
supports the notion that we need both
a massive new O’Hare and a Peotone.

Now 49 U.S.C., section 47115, sub-
section (c), says that as a condition of
any discretionary grants a cost-benefit
analysis of the project should be done.

We are mandating a project right
now. And apparently we are not going
to do a cost-benefit analysis. Why is
Congress, why is the Senate being
asked to gut our mechanism for apply-
ing an analytical review process to im-
provements and changes at runways
and airports around the country? What
are the costs and benefits here? We do
not know. This is a backroom deal that
happened about 48 hours ago. In fact, it
was less than 48 hours ago that they
reached that backroom deal. And we do
not have any of the details. We do not
have any of the internal documents.
We do not have any of the background
information that we need. And, more-
over, we are not the ones who should be
passing on this backroom deal.

If there is a runway plan that the
city of Chicago has, they should submit
it through the appropriate channels.
The other thing that the FAA’s cost-
benefit analysis, that Congress has
mandated, requires is that it requires a
consideration of alternatives. If an air-
port is proposing an expansion plan,
the FAA would make them go through
a rigorous analysis of what would be
the alternative. What are the costs and
the benefits of an alternative?

Isn’t that the sort of analytical ap-
proach we should take on these things?
Why are we mandating, codifying in
Federal law, and preordaining the out-
come? No one is going to look at
whether this plan makes sense. We are
just going to make it a Federal stat-
ute. And it does not matter whether it
makes sense.

No one has introduced details of
costs. There are no benefits that have
been suggested and no alternatives.
There is no such analysis available for
O’Hare. And they have not offered any
new analysis on Peotone.

So, in short, this language that Sen-
ator DURBIN hopes to put in the con-
ference committee report guts the ana-
lytical framework mandated by Con-
gress and makes this the only man-
dated runway construction plan in the
country.

Mr. President, we talked earlier
about how the costs would probably be
borne by the airport improvement fund
to some extent around the country. If
you go to section 1(b), it says that
‘‘The Federal Aviation Administrator
shall implement this Federal policy by
facilitating approval, funding, con-
struction, and implementation of’’ the
runway design plan. So the FAA, its
hands are tied. It must facilitate, it
shall—the word is ‘‘shall’’—shall facili-
tate the approval, the funding, con-
struction, and implementation.

What if the FAA were to decide they
didn’t want to give this any discre-
tionary grants? I would think anybody
who had bought a bond that was issued
in reliance on this language that the
FAA would be compelled to facilitate
the funding might have a claim there.
They would be in a position, the city
would be in a position to force the FAA
to cough up money, and it would be
forced to cough up perhaps at the ex-
pense of other airports around the
country.

We have said this involves block-
buster amounts. This is not a $1 billion
project, this is a $2 or a $3 billion
project. This is $6 billion for the con-
struction of runways, and then it is $2
to $3 billion for a ring road and even
more costs if it goes through a lot of
businesses.

With respect to Peotone in that first
paragraph, it says that there is a ne-
cessity for O’Hare runway redesign and
development of a south suburban air-
port. But it doesn’t say what kind of a
south suburban airport. Is this a one-
runway south suburban airport or a
six-runway south suburban airport?
There have been different proposals in
that regard. The State of Illinois has
already submitted a proposal to the
FAA for a starter south suburban air-
port that would have one runway ini-
tially but could be expanded to six.
This language does not say.

With respect to airport financing, it
is pretty well gone, certainly on the
Senate Commerce Committee. And I
am sure, as most of the Senators, that
these projects are typically paid for
with a combination of general airport
revenue bonds that the airlines agree
to help retire over time, and also an-
other element is passenger facility
charges, so-called PFC fees. Of course,
one major component is the one I was
discussing before that I would suggest
would be depleted for other airports
around the country. That is the airport
improvement funds. Huge amounts of
airport improvements funds would be
sucked up for O’Hare, for a controver-
sial plan that the residents, the legisla-
ture, the congressional delegation of Il-
linois are split on, and many don’t even
want it.

Congress should not obligate itself to
these huge expenditures in Senator
DURBIN’s language. It is clear to me
that Congress, if it enacted into law
Senator DURBIN’s language, would be
obligating itself to huge expenditures.
But we don’t even know what those ex-

penditures would be because those
haven’t been introduced or shown to
anybody. We don’t know what it would
cost. But we would be obligating our-
selves.

(Mr. CORZINE assumed the chair.)
Mr. FITZGERALD. I suppose it would

not be the first time we have picked up
some unspecified liability, but I know
the Presiding Officer has been a fiscal
watchdog for the taxpayers, and he and
I worked together to make sure that
the taxpayers were not abused with re-
spect to the airline bailout bill. We
were concerned about the amounts
there, and others in this Chamber were.
I would suggest to the Presiding Officer
and all Members of this body that we
should be very cautious in obligating
ourselves to unknown costs. We are as-
suming liabilities that are not speci-
fied in this language.

The airport improvement funds have
two components. Two-thirds of AIP
funding is based on a formula which is
in turn based on the size of the airport
and the number of enplanements at the
airport. If O’Hare is the busiest airport
in the Nation this year, that means
that based on the formula, it is prob-
ably getting the most airport improve-
ment money of any airport in the coun-
try.

If its size is doubled, then indeed its
share of the airport improvement
funds, formula funds, would in fact be
close to double. That would come out
of other airports around the country.

The other third of the airport im-
provement funds comes from discre-
tionary grants. I suggest to my col-
leagues in the Senate that this lan-
guage would obligate the FAA to take
huge chunks of their discretionary
money and put it into this project at
O’Hare that I don’t support, that Con-
gressman HYDE does not support, that
JESSE JACKSON, Jr., doesn’t support,
that the State Senate of Illinois does
not support. All that money would be
obligated to come from all of your
projects.

So, again, why not just go forward
and build the third airport? The State
committed the proposal for the third
airport. We would get more capacity by
building Peotone alone, and we would
have money left over for airport im-
provements elsewhere in the country.

I would also be concerned for the air-
ports I have in downstate Illinois.
Some of their AIP funds could be
sucked up and given to O’Hare. This
project could in fact be done at the ex-
pense of some of the downstate airports
in Illinois. We would be doing this all
at a time when we have a complete ab-
sence of models, a complete absence of
FAA models, a complete absence of
specifics, a complete absence of stud-
ies, a complete absence of detailed fi-
nancial cost disclosures, and a com-
plete absence of alternatives.

With respect to the costs, the costs
are written. And in fact the runway de-
sign plan that would be mandated here
is written and defined in such a way as
to include undefined elements. In fact,
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in section 1(f), it says that the term
‘‘runway design plan’’ means six par-
allel runways at O’Hare oriented in the
east-west direction with the capability
for four simultaneous, independent in-
strument aircraft arrivals and all asso-
ciated taxiways, navigational facili-
ties—what does that mean?—passenger
handling facilities—is that termi-
nals?—and other related facilities, and
on top, the FAA would be mandated to
facilitate this, presumably with funds,
and the closure of existing runways
14L–32R, 14R–32L, and 18–36.

I said earlier that the State was pre-
empted and that really is the crux of
why we are here. You have a plan that
cannot get approved by the State legis-
lature, and therefore we are being
asked to substitute ourselves for the
State legislature of Illinois.

I am proud to have served in the Illi-
nois State Senate. Many distinguished
people, including Abraham Lincoln,
served in the Illinois General Assem-
bly. I would suggest to my colleagues
that it is not appropriate for us to be
substituting ourselves for the Illinois
General Assembly. If the mayor needs
their help in getting this plan ap-
proved, he ought to go submit his plans
to the Illinois General Assembly. But
instead, if you look at section 1(c) of
Senator DURBIN’s language, what the
bill attempts to do is preempt State
laws. I will read the language here that
is the crux of Senator DURBIN’s bill:

The State shall not enact or enforce any
law respecting aeronautics that interferes
with or has the effect of interfering with im-
plementation of Federal policy with respect
to the runway redesign plan including, with-
out limitation, sections 38.01, 47 and 48 of the
Illinois Aeronautics Act.

This clearly preempts the Illinois
Aeronautics Act. It preempts specifi-
cally and gives specific mention to the
sections of that act that require a
hearing process, a vetting process, a
permitting process. It wipes out the
State’s permitting process.

I believe this language is broad
enough. It does not just say it wipes
out the Illinois Aeronautics Act, al-
though it does mention it specifically.
It says any law respecting aeronautics
that interferes with or has the effect of
interfering with the implementation of
this law. So that would wipe out, in my
judgment, environmental laws if they
were a roadblock. If Mayor Daley could
not comply with State environmental
laws, he would have a Federal mandate
to blow those away. He would not have
to comply with the environmental laws
of the State of Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I would rather
yield at the end, I say to my colleague,
my good friend from Illinois.

State securities laws could come into
play if there are airport bonds that are
issued. If they had the effect of inter-
fering with this, could they be over-
ridden?

There are other States that are in
this position, in fact, that have some

State laws in this area. I have a chart.
This chart was actually prepared for a
different bill, H.R. 2107. That was an
attempt by Congressman LIPINSKI in
the House to preempt local and State
laws regarding airport approval proc-
esses.

I believe there are a total of 26 States
that have some control to give ap-
proval to local airport projects. Of
course, Illinois is one of them, and all
these other States—in fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, some of your neighboring
States—Pennsylvania, Maryland, Dela-
ware, New Hampshire, Vermont, Mas-
sachusetts, Missouri, Indiana, Michi-
gan, Wisconsin, Iowa, Minnesota,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Ne-
braska, Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico,
Alaska, Utah, Wyoming, Idaho, Ten-
nessee, Alabama, Mississippi—they all
have some State laws in this regard to
regulate airports. In my judgment, it is
a bad precedent for the Federal Gov-
ernment to begin overriding those
laws. Perhaps some of those people in
those State legislatures and some of
the local permitting authorities know
something about their local projects
and we in Washington should not be
substituting our judgment for their
judgment.

I do not think it is a good idea we
come in and blow out the laws of the
State of Illinois that have been enacted
by people duly elected to serve and rep-
resent their interests. We would be ob-
literating the say of the people in the
Illinois General Assembly by enacting
this measure.

Again, the mayor could have gone to
the legislature to pass this plan, but he
did not want to or he could not, so he
came to Congress to wipe out the
State’s legislature law. At the heart of
this legislation, more than anything
else, is really an attack on the Illinois
General Assembly, if you want my
opinion.

If we turn to section 1(e) of the bill,
this section indicates there is a fear on
the part of the proponents that the
mayor’s expansion proposal will vio-
late national air quality standards.
Therefore, what this language does in
section 1(e) of the bill is it will force
the U.S. EPA to rewrite and weaken
environmental regulations to keep
them at the same strength by having
some other industry in Illinois pay for
it. Either that or it would just cause
them to weaken their regulations alto-
gether.

Section 1(e) reads as follows:
If the Administrator determines that con-

struction or operation of the runway rede-
sign plan would not conform, within the
meaning of section 176(c) of the Clean Air
Act, to an applicable implementation plan
approved or promulgated under section 110 of
the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall forthwith cause or pro-
mulgate a revision of such implementation
plan sufficient for the runway redesign plan
to satisfy the requirements of section 176(c)
of the Clean Air Act.

What does that mean? It means if
Mayor Daley’s runway redesign plan
violates the Clean Air Act, then the

EPA must weaken the Clean Air Act so
the plan no longer violates the Clean
Air Act, or they must, through their
crediting process, put the burden on
some other industry. Not many indus-
tries in Illinois are aware of that.

Right after that, we have section 1(g)
that, again, refers to the ‘‘south subur-
ban airport.’’ It says:

The term ‘‘south suburban airport’’ means
a supplemental air carrier airport in the vi-
cinity of Peotone, Illinois.

Again, there is no definition. Is that
a 6-runway or a 10-runway airport? We
do not know. There have been different
proposals, so I do not think this lan-
guage is necessarily well done.

Section 2 of the bill is on phasing of
construction. This bill suggests that,
in fact, the city would be forbidden
from beginning construction of the
sixth runway until 2011. What that
means is that prior to 2011, there will
not be six parallel runways at O’Hare.

We have seven runways at O’Hare
today. Prior to 2011, there will only be
five parallel runways? Will we have
less capacity at O’Hare until the sixth
runway is finally built in 2011? It raises
interesting questions. Western roadway
access, again—and I had this colloquy
with my colleague from Illinois. He
disputes this, but I believe the lan-
guage would require that the airport
revenues be made available to pay for
western public roadway access and rev-
enues of the airport.

As the Presiding Officer would know,
having been the chairman of Goldman
Sachs, one of our country’s leading in-
vestment banking firms, the revenues
of the airport would include all their
revenues, whatever source derived,
whether passenger facility charges or
airport improvement funds. They could
apparently use airport improvement
funds to help with the roadway project.

The Administrators shall not consider, and
shall reject as incomplete, an airport layout
plan submitted by Chicago that includes the
runway redesign plan, unless it includes pub-
lic roadway access through the western
boundary of O’Hare to passenger terminal
and parking facilities.

I do believe that roadway access
would help with O’Hare. The problem is
right now we have to build another ter-
minal out there on the western side for
it to be truly as valuable as it should
be. There is a question as to where this
roadway would go. It would be a mas-
sive roadway. Would it take out several
villages, such as Elk Grove and other
villages, in the area?

In fact, Mr. President, we have some
maps that show some of the sur-
rounding communities. We see the
problems we get into when we start a
massive plan such as this in a con-
gested urban and suburban area.

That western ring road would be on
the western boundary of O’Hare. It
would go from I–90 presumably on the
north down somewhere to Irving Park
Road on the south.

I will point out that Elk Grove Vil-
lage is there. The largest industrial
park in the entire Nation is right about
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here. If this road goes through, it
would take out perhaps 20 percent or
more of the largest industrial park in
the country. I do not favor that.

If they wanted to do the western ac-
cess on airport property, I think I
would favor that, but I would not favor
this. Will we give Federal impetus to
something that nobody in this body
was intending, perhaps not even spon-
sored the language, and that is the de-
struction of a large portion of Elk
Grove Village, IL?

I know Elk Grove Village, IL, very
well. I represented that area when I
was in the State senate. I represented
the northwest suburbs. I know the
mayor of Elk Grove is very concerned
about losing the tax base in his village
and hundreds of wonderful, strong busi-
nesses that use the industrial park.

There is a large section on noise
mitigation, and I will address that sec-
tion as well. There seems to be an at-
tempt to address the noise concerns
that would be created by this expan-
sion program, but I think there is a
trick. If we look at section (4)(b)(1), it
says:

Approval by the administrator of an air-
port layout plan that includes the runway
redesign plan shall be subject to the condi-
tion that noise impact of aircraft operations
at O’Hare in the calendar year immediately
following the year in which the first new
runway is first used, and in each calendar
year thereafter, will be less than the noise
impact in calendar year 2000. The adminis-
trator shall make the determination re-
quired by this section.

The trick is they are comparing to-
day’s fleet with a much quieter fleet in
the future. It is not an apples to apples
comparison. The apples to apples com-
parison would be to take the future
fleet at the current level of operations
and to compare that future fleet at the
future level with the current level with
the future fleet. So it gets complicated.
What they are doing is clever but mis-
leading.

I say to my constituents who are
worried about that issue, there is not a
lot to help them with their concern of
the disruption in their life caused by
this massive expansion plan. Of course,
this expansion is in a very congested
urban and suburban area with hundreds
of thousands of people living in and
around there, most of whom—our
phones have been ringing off the
hook—are opposed to this plan, but the
Senate is being asked to approve this
plan tonight.

I apologize for that because I do not
think this is an appropriate bill, the
Defense appropriations bill, and I re-
gret that we have to be debating this
specific issue tonight.

Section 5 of the bill pays lipservice to
the south suburban airport issue. It
says:

The administrator shall give priority con-
sideration to a letter of intent application
submitted by the State of Illinois or a polit-
ical subdivision thereof for the construction
of the south suburban airport. This consider-
ation shall be given not later than 90 days
after final record of decision approving the

airport layout plan for the south suburban
airport has been issued by the administrator.

This has been billed and portrayed in
Illinois as legislation that would actu-
ally move the ball forward with respect
to the third airport. I suggest to my
colleagues this language, in fact, kills
the third airport in the south suburbs.
The reason I say that is any airport
funding for the south suburban airport
would be, one, soaked up by the mas-
sive expansion at O’Hare and, two, all
this language requires is the adminis-
trator give consideration to a letter of
intent submitted by the State of Illi-
nois.

The FAA is already going to consider
the letter of intent submitted by the
FAA. We do not need this language.
They are already going to consider it.
Maybe it would speed it up a little bit,
but that is about all. There is no guar-
antee the third airport would be ap-
proved. In fact, I believe the justifica-
tion for the third airport would vanish
in light of the massive expansion of
O’Hare. Again, the whole premise for
the third airport was it is not feasible
to expand O’Hare.

Make no mistake about it, everyone
in Illinois should know this language is
a Peotone killer. It is a backdoor way
of ensuring the third south suburban
airport will never be built in the State
of Illinois.

There is no justification—no cost-
benefit analysis would suggest the FAA
should approve that plan once the mas-
sive expansion of O’Hare has been ap-
proved.

The next section, section 6, is a sec-
tion I think should be of special con-
cern to every Member in this body
from every State in this country. This
is the section that would require the
Federal Government to construct this
massive plan at O’Hare, which I have
said I do not want, many Members of
Congress in my State do not want, and
the State legislature will not approve.
The Senate will be asked to pay for it
as a Federal project. That would be
nice if the Chair would, for instance,
give me his airport funds from Newark
Airport to pay for this project, except
I do not want this project.

I think every Member in this body
should think long and hard whether
they want their airport improvement
funds to be sucked up by a massive
O’Hare expansion plan, a $13 billion
plan at least, in my judgment, some-
thing that I do not even want in my
State, that is very controversial in my
State.

What this language says is:
On July 1, 2004, or as soon thereafter as

may be possible, the administrator shall con-
struct the runway redesign plan as a Federal
project, provided (1) the administrator finds,
after notice and opportunity for public com-
ment, that a continuous course of construc-
tion of the runway redesign plan has not
commenced and is not reasonably expected
to commence by December 1, 2004.

I am not sure whether those are the
exact dates they are going to want, but
that is the language Senator DURBIN
shared with me, and I appreciate that.

He did not spring this language on me.
He shared this with me. I called him
yesterday and I asked him to fax the
language he wanted to introduce in the
conference committee. I compliment
him for not taking me by surprise and
for disclosing his intentions as to the
conference report.

What that means is if there has not
been a continuous course of construc-
tion on the runway redesign plan, then
the Federal Government, the FAA, the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administrator, shall take this project
over and shall construct a runway re-
design plan as a Federal project. So all
the taxpayers and all the other States
would pay for it.

I love it when the Senate gives
money to my State. Our State has not
gotten its fair share of Federal funds
over the years. I think we are doing a
lot better. Thanks to the leadership of
the Speaker of the House, who is from
Illinois, we are doing better in that re-
gard in recent years. I enjoy it when
my colleagues are generous with
money for my State, but this is a
project I do not support. So I ask,
please, do not take money out of your
airports and deprive them of revenue to
put into a project in my State that I do
not support.

One of the interesting parts of this
whole thing is if we go back to section
(1)(c) of Senator DURBIN’s language, the
first thing this bill really does is it pre-
empts the Illinois Aeronautics Act.

The interesting thing about the bill,
it goes on to say the city of Chicago
shall not build the runway redesign
plan, and if for some reason they did
not, the Federal Government will step
into its place and do it. But it can dele-
gate those responsibilities, then, back
to the city of Chicago.

Interestingly, under our State law,
municipalities such as city of Chicago
don’t have any authority except from
State law to operate its airports. That
is where the city of Chicago gets its au-
thority to operate O’Hare. They have it
from the Illinois Aeronautics Act. But
this Federal bill would obliterate the
Illinois Aeronautics Act. How would Il-
linois or Chicago have the authority to
even have the airport? Would O’Hare
airport or the city of Chicago become a
Federal reservation? It is not clear.
Very unusual language, in my judg-
ment.

I am sure the proponents, especially
United and American, have a lot of em-
ployees, a lot of contractors and sub-
contractors, a lot of people who do
work for them.

They have influential directorships,
they are very active and involved in
the community in Chicago. This is a
bonanza for them because it blocks a
third airport for generations to come
and they would be assured, in my judg-
ment, of not having any effective com-
petition in the Chicago market from
any other long-haul carriers for as long
as the eye can see, as far as we can see
into the future. In my judgment, this is
not in the interests of the general pub-
lic.
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Once the legislature’s granted au-

thority is obliterated by this Federal
legislation, then interestingly the city
has no authority to build. The city
would lose its legal authority to con-
tract for an airport, so this is very cu-
rious language. That would point out
that is exactly why we shouldn’t be
acting in the Senate as though we were
the Illinois State Legislature. You get
these problems, unintended con-
sequences, when you start rewriting
the Illinois Aeronautics Act or pre-
empting it at the Federal level. You
get all sorts of unintended con-
sequences. It is not a good idea, in my
judgment, to come in and rewrite a
State act, especially on a Defense ap-
propriations bill at 8:30 in the evening
on Friday night when we should be de-
bating defense amendments.

We have our troops on the ground in
Afghanistan. This, clearly, isn’t the ap-
propriate forum to debate the pro-
priety of the Illinois Aeronautics Act.
Let the State legislature take up the
Illinois Aeronautics Act when they get
back into session next January.

Then if you go on—and the language
is many pages long—if you go to the
end, they do have the provision I sup-
port and that is keeping Meigs Field
open in Chicago. I don’t know if the
President has ever flown in or out of
Meigs Field, but it is a beautiful air-
port on the Chicago lakefront. The
business community loves that airport.
People are able to fly right into the
heart of downtown Chicago. They are
right in the city and can easily get to
a meeting. It is a great general avia-
tion airport. There is a provision that
would do something to assist keeping
Meigs Field open. I support that. It was
regrettable the city of Chicago wanted
to close Meigs Field.

I always thought that was a mistake.
Meigs Field has handled as many as
50,000 flight operations a year. If it
shuts down, you will put those flights
into Midway and O’Hare—a large num-
ber of them, anyway—which will add to
congestion at Midway and O’Hare.

I have always felt closing Meigs Field
was inconsistent with alleviating air
traffic congestion in the Chicago area.
I was disappointed the city wanted to
close it.

This backroom deal we are being
asked to codify, which is under 48
hours old, and no specifics or financing
or details or studies have been released
to the general public back in Illinois,
has been portrayed in the press as
keeping Meigs Field open until Janu-
ary 1 of the year 2026. It appears to give
it another 25 years. But they have a
provision in here that would allow the
Illinois General Assembly to close
Meigs Field in 6 years.

Now, is this not odd? On the one
hand, they take away, obliterate the
State statute passed by the Illinois
General Assembly, passed by all the
State representatives and State sen-
ators in Illinois and enacted into law
by the Governor, we are asked to oblit-
erate one act, but on the other hand,

we are writing a law that the State leg-
islature in Illinois would have to com-
ply with, and that is they can’t shut
Meigs Field down prior to January 1,
2006. But after January 1, 2006, Meigs
Field could be shut down by the Illinois
Legislature. In fact, it says in section
(7)(4)(b):

The administrator shall not enforce the
conditions specified in subsection (a) if the
State of Illinois enacts a law on or after Jan-
uary 1, 2006, authorizing the closure of Meigs
Field.

So we are at the Federal level grant-
ing the State of Illinois the authority
in Federal statute to close Meigs Field.
However, we are taking away the Illi-
nois General Assembly’s authority to
have anything to do with O’Hare. It is
wildly inconsistent. There is no prin-
ciple behind what they are doing. That
is what you get with a backroom deal
that is the product of people saying: I
will scratch your back if you scratch
mine.

We are being asked to put a secret
backroom deal into Federal law.

Now, I get to the final section on ju-
dicial review. That is section 8. It says
that what this is designed to do, as I
read it—and I have to say I have not
yet looked up title 49, United States
Code, subtitle VII, part A, but I have a
feeling what this is meant to do is basi-
cally to cut off the right of trial and to
deprive anyone who would question
this backroom deal; they would never
get their day in court. So this section
8 curtails the judicial review and says
you never get your day in court. If you
want to challenge this deal, that is
tough luck. What happens is you won’t
get a right of trial in the district court.
You will have to go right to a court of
appeals and the FAA will control all
the facts below and you will get 20 min-
utes in a court of appeals and that is it.

This is a way of cutting off anybody
who may object to this, cutting off
their right to use their legal rights
they might have. Those rights would be
curtailed.

Going back to the safety issue, I have
great concerns. I am concerned that
two sets of parallel runways in the pro-
posal of the new design at O’Hare
would be too close together. My under-
standing is—and we only have what we
know from news accounts because no
details are released—there has not ever
been a formal plan submitted to the
FAA or to the State, so we don’t have
all the details. We have maps that have
appeared in newspapers and the like. It
is everybody’s best guess as to what is
in the backroom deal we are being
asked to codify into Federal law to-
night. But it looks, from what I under-
stand of the information available to
me, that these two sets of parallel run-
ways on which they would like to have
simultaneous takeoffs and landings
would be only 1,300 feet apart. The FAA
regulations require ordinarily, without
a waiver, a 4,300 foot separation be-
tween runways.

Now, the problem with that is if a
plane is landing in one direction and

another taking off in another direction
and a plane turns here, it could hit a
plane coming into another runway. We
are not cutting down the margin of
error.

I can understand why they can’t
make a 4,300 foot separation between
runways on this airport land in Chi-
cago. They don’t have enough room.
O’Hare’s footprint is only about 7,000
acres. They would try to take 500
homes in the city of Bensenville and
displace those people and bulldoze
their homes. They would be moving
some roadways. Mr. President, you and
other Senators might be paying for
that out of your airport improvement
funds under this language.

But the problem is they are trying to
jam too much in here. There are only
7,000 acres. A newer airport—the third,
south suburban airport in a location
known as Peotone in Will County south
of Cook County where Chicago is lo-
cated—would be on 24,000 acres. There
would be plenty of room to have par-
allel runways. They would be appro-
priately spaced.

We also talked about in addition to
the runways being too close together,
several of these—I don’t know how far
the distance is between 927–L, the ar-
riving runway, and the south 927 run-
way. I don’t know what that would be.
I haven’t even seen press accounts of
what that would be. Again, there is no
formal plan. All of these seem awfully
close together.

In my judgment, we could be working
against ourselves by going forward
with a plan such as that. God forbid. If
there ever were a problem that resulted
by packing too many runways in too
close, we would have made a horrible
mistake.

Some Members of this body may be-
lieve they are capable of passing on the
safety of a runway design plan. But I
certainly can tell you that I don’t have
that expertise, and I suspect none of us
really has the kind of engineering
background and experience that would
require. Maybe somebody here has that
expertise, but I don’t think so. That is
why I don’t think it is appropriate for
us to enact into law a runway design
plan. Never before has Congress, to my
knowledge, enacted into Federal law a
runway design plan. We allow this to
go through a vetting process. We allow
people to study and vet and test, and
we get input from air traffic control-
lers, from pilots, from experts, and
from engineers. They are the ones who
need to come and give us their views on
the propriety of such a layout.

You shouldn’t be called upon, Mr.
President, as the Senator from New
Jersey, at a quarter to 9 on a Friday
night, to decide whether this is a good
runway design plan. Maybe it is, but
maybe it isn’t. Do you believe we can
guarantee to the people of this country
that in fact this is a safe design plan?
I had an air traffic controller in my of-
fice this week who told me he had
grave concerns that he thought this
was an unsafe plan.
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In fact, I have a letter, which I ask

unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD, dated November 30, 2001,
from the facility representative of the
National Air Traffic Controllers Asso-
ciation.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL AIR TRAFFIC
CONTROLLERS ASSOCIATION,

CHICAGO O’HARE TOWER,
Chicago, Illinois, November 30, 2001.

Hon. PETER FITZGERALD,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

SENATOR FITZGERALD, as requested from
your staff, I have summarized the most obvi-
ous concerns that air traffic controllers at
O’Hare have with the new runway plans
being considered by Mayor Daley and Gov-
ernor Ryan. They are listed below along with
some other comments.

1. The Daley and Ryan plans both have a
set of east/west parallel runways directly
north of the terminal and in close proximity
to one another. Because of their proximity
to each other (1200′) they cannot be used si-
multaneously for arrivals. They can only be
used simultaneously if one is used for depar-
tures and the other is used for arrivals, but
only during VFR (visual flight rules), or
good weather conditions. During IFR (instru-
ment flight rules, ceiling below 1000′ and vis-
ibility less than 3 miles) these runways can-
not be used simultaneously at all. They basi-
cally must be operated as one runway for
safety reasons. The same is true for the set
of parallels directly south of the terminal;
they too are only 1200′ apart.

2. Both sets of parallel runways closest to
the terminals (the ones referred to above)
are all a minimum of 10,000′ long. This cre-
ates a runway incursion problem, which is a
very serious safety issue. Because of their
length and position, all aircraft that land or
depart O’Hare would be required to taxi
across either one, or in some cases two run-
ways to get to and from the terminal. This
design flaw exists in both the Daley and the
Ryan plan. A runway incursion is when an
aircraft accidentally crosses a runway when
another aircraft is landing or departing.
They are caused by either a mistake or mis-
understanding by the pilot or controller.
Runway incursions have skyrocketed over
the past few years and are on the NTSB’s
most wanted list of safety issues that need
to be addressed. Parallel runway layouts cre-
ate the potential for runway incursions; in
fact the FAA publishes a pamphlet for air-
port designers and planners that urge them
to avoid parallel runway layouts that force
taxiing aircraft to cross active runways. Los
Angeles International Airport has led the na-
tion in runway incursions for several years.
A large part of their incursion problem is the
parallel runway layout; aircraft must taxi
across runways to get to and from the termi-
nals.

3. The major difference in Governor Ryan’s
counter proposal is the elimination of the
southern most runway. If this runway were
eliminated the capacity of the new airport
would be less than we have now during cer-
tain conditions (estimated at about 40 per-
cent of the time). If you look at Mayor
Daley’s plan, it calls for six parallel east-
west runways and two parallel northeast-
southwest runways. The northeast-southwest
parallels are left over from the current
O’Hare layout. These two runways simply
won’t be usable in day-to-day operations be-
cause of the location of them (they are
wedged in between, or pointed at the other
parallels). We would not use these runways
except when the wind was very strong (35

knots or above) which we estimate would be
less than 1 percent of the time. That leaves
the six east/west parallels for use in normal
day-to-day operations. This is the same num-
ber of runways available and used at O’Hare
today. If you remove the southern runway
(Governor Ryan’s counter proposal), you are
leaving us five runways which is one less
than we have now. That means less capacity
than today’s O’Hare during certain weather
conditions. With good weather, you may get
about the same capacity we have now. If this
is the case, then why build it?

4. The Daley-Ryan plans call for the re-
moval of the NW/SE parallels (Runways 32L
and 32R). This is a concern because during
the winter it is common to have strong
winds out of the northwest with snow, cold
temperatures and icy conditions. During
these times, it is critical to have runways
that point as close as possible into the wind.
Headwinds mean slower landing speeds for
aircraft, and they allow for the airplane to
decelerate quicker after landing which is im-
portant when landing on an icy runway.
Landing into headwinds makes it much easi-
er for the pilot to control the aircraft as
well. Without these runways, pilots would
have to land on icy conditions during strong
cross-wind conditions. This is a possible safe-
ty issue.

These are the four major concerns we have
with the Daley-Ryan runway plans. There
are many more minor issues that must be
addressed. Amongst them are taxiway lay-
outs, clear zones (areas off the ends of each
runway required to be clear of obstructions,
ILS critical areas (similar to clear zones, but
for navigation purposes), airspace issues
(how arrivals and departures will be funneled
into these runways) and all sorts of other
procedural type issues. These kinds of things
all have to go through various parts of the
FAA (flight standards, airport certification
etc.) eventually. These groups should have
been involved with the planning portion
from day one. Air traffic controllers at the
tower are well versed on what works well
with the current airport and what does not.
We can provide the best advice on what
needs to be accomplished to increase capac-
ity while maintaining safety. It is truly
amazing that these groups were not con-
sulted in the planning of a new O’Hare. The
current Daley—Ryan runway plans, if built
as publicized, will do little for capacity and/
or will create serious safety issues. This sim-
ply cannot happen. The fear is that the air-
port will be built, without our input, and
then handed to us with expectations that we
find a way to make it work. When it doesn’t,
the federal government (the FAA and the
controllers) will be blamed for safety and
delay problems.

Sincerely.
CRAIG BURZYCH,

Facility Representative, NATCA—O’Hare
Tower.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President,
this letter raises several concerns. I
have to say that Mr. Burzych and the
local chapter of air traffic controllers
support expanding O’Hare. They have
made that very clear. I certainly know
they want an expanded, modernized
O’Hare. There may be some need to
modernize O’Hare. I am not disputing
that. I am just saying we shouldn’t be
enacting a runway design plan into
law.

In his letter, Mr. Burzych told me he
had some concerns about what he knew
of Chicago’s O’Hare expansion plan. He
said:

The Daley and Ryan plans both have a set
of east/west parallel runways directly north

of the terminal and in close proximity to one
another.

That is the set of east/west runways
in close proximity to one another that
are just north of the terminal.

Because of their proximity to each other
(1200′)—

According to Mr. Burzych; I thought
it was 1,300 feet—
they cannot be used simultaneously for ar-
rivals.

The idea that we would have parallel
runways—I know the intent of the
mayor of Chicago is to expand the ca-
pacity at O’Hare, but this raises the
question. The idea of the city was they
could have simultaneous takeoff and
landing and they would get more ca-
pacity out of these six active runways
than they get out of their current con-
figuration, which has six active run-
ways as well, but they converge. There
are three sets of parallel runways run-
ning east-west, northwest-southeast,
and northeast-southwest. There are six
active and one unused runway now at
O’Hare.

The idea has been that by tearing up
and rebuilding these runways at
O’Hare, we get with this configuration
about the same number of runways—
actually eight, one runway more than
we have now—but there would be
greater capacity.

It appears to me that the whole
premise of this expansion program is in
question because as this air traffic con-
troller, certainly an expert in the field,
said, because of their proximity to each
other, they cannot be used simulta-
neously for arrivals. They can only be
used simultaneously as one is used for
departures and the other is used for ar-
rivals, but only during VFR, visual
flight rules, or good weather condi-
tions. During IFR, instrument flight
rules—ceilings below 1,000 feet and visi-
bility less than 3 miles—these runways
cannot be used simultaneously; they
basically must be operated as one par-
allel runway for safety reasons. The
same is true for the set of parallels di-
rectly south of the terminal. They, too,
are only 1,200 feet apart.

This shows why enacting into law a
$13 billion plan at 9 o’clock on a Friday
night as part of the Defense appropria-
tions bill, which has nothing to do with
the subject of aviation—enacting this
plan into Federal law with the inten-
tion of increasing capacity at O’Hare,
that whole premise may be wrong.
Maybe it is not wrong, but we don’t
know. There is no study. There is no
basis in the record. There is no record
whatsoever, no FAA model, and not a
shred of any evidence that this back-
room deal will in fact accomplish what
they are hoping to accomplish.

Then, if you go on to point No. 2 of
this letter, both sets of parallel run-
ways closest to the terminals—the ones
referred to above—are all a minimum
of 10,000 feet long. This creates a run-
way incursion problem, which is a very
serious safety issue. Because of their
length and position, all aircraft that
land or depart O’Hare would be re-
quired to taxi across either one or, in
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some cases, two runways to get to and
from a terminal. Design flaw exists in
both the Daley and the Ryan plan. A
runway incursion is when an aircraft
accidentally crosses the runway when
another aircraft is landing or depart-
ing. They are caused by either a mis-
take or misunderstanding by the pilot
or controller. Runway incursions have
skyrocketed over the past few years
and are on the National Transportation
Safety Board’s most-wanted list of
safety issues that need to be addressed.

Parallel runway layouts create the poten-
tial for runway incursions; in fact the FAA
publishes a pamphlet for airport designers.
. . .

That is the pamphlet I referred to
earlier. The pamphlet is entitled: ‘‘Im-
proving Runway Safety Through Air-
field Configuration.’’ It mentions the
problems that you can have with close-
ly spaced parallel runways, which I
suggest these are. There are serious
safety issues here.

Los Angeles International Airport has led
the nation in runway incursions for several
years. A large part of their incursion prob-
lem is the parallel runway layout; aircraft
must taxi across runways to get to and from
the terminals.

That is the problem. If a plane is
landing or taking off here, it has to
first come out of the gate over here.
And to get from the gate over here,
down to this runway to take off, it has
to go through at least two other run-
ways, perhaps three. Each time it goes
through one of those other runways,
there is the potential for an incursion.

I noted earlier that the current
O’Hare Airport has, I think, according
to the State of Illinois, 25 so-called
taxiway runway crossings. This new
plan would greatly increase that num-
ber, making it much harder for air
traffic controllers. I believe, on the
basis of the information available to
me, that would go from 25 taxiway run-
way crossings that they have currently
at O’Hare up to 43 under the Daley
plan. We would be nearly doubling the
potential for runway incursions just on
the basis of how many new crossings
we would have.

I want to be clear, Mr. Burzych and
air traffic controllers at O’Hare do
favor expanding at O’Hare. Maybe they
are right and I am wrong. But I do be-
lieve they were not consulted in this
backroom deal. This backroom deal
that we are being asked to codify in
Federal law involved two people, and
that was it. They did not have air traf-
fic controllers and pilots involved in
that deal. We do not even know the de-
tails of that deal that we are being
asked to codify in Federal law. But
there were other issues that he raised
in his letter to me dated November 30:

The major difference in Governor Ryan’s
counter proposal is the elimination of the
southern most runway.

The Governor had originally pro-
posed eliminating that runway because
it involves the condemnation of 500
homes and businesses in the city of
Bensenville. He later gave in to the

mayor and granted him that sixth run-
way. The letter reads:

If this runway were eliminated, the capac-
ity of the new airport would be less than we
now have during certain conditions (esti-
mated at about 40 percent of the time).

So what he is saying is that this
plan, until that runway is in place,
under certain conditions, would have
less capacity about 40 percent of the
time at O’Hare. We would spend $13 bil-
lion for less capacity at O’Hare—at
least until 2011—at least 40 percent of
the time.

That is another reason this is not
good government, to try to stick
placeholder language in the Defense
appropriations bill while our country is
at war in Afghanistan and we need the
Defense appropriations bill. That is
why we should not be acting as an
aviation commission for the State of
Illinois.

The letter goes on:
If you look at Mayor Daley’s plan, it calls

for six parallel east-west runways and two
parallel northeast-southwest runways. The
northeast-southwest parallels are left over
from the current O’Hare layout.

Let me read that again.
If you look at Mayor Daley’s plan, it calls

for six parallel east-west runways and two
parallel northeast-southwest runways.

So we have six parallel east-west run-
ways; these are the northeast-south-
west parallels, these two runways.

The northeast-southwest parallels are left
over from the current O’Hare layout.

This, again, is the current O’Hare
layout. These two runways would be
preserved in this new plan of the city
of Chicago.

These two runways simply won’t be usable
in day-to-day operations because of the loca-
tion of them (they are wedged in between, or
pointed at the other parallels). We would not
use these runways except when the wind was
very strong (35 knots or above) which we es-
timate would be less than 1 percent of the
time.

So they leave these runways. Fortu-
nately, I guess, there is not much ex-
pense in leaving these runways. All
these other runways would be torn up
from the existing O’Hare Airport.
Other runways would be torn up and
moved. In some cases you would be
paying nearly $1 billion to dig up a run-
way and move it a few hundred feet
north or south.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.
Mr. MCCAIN. How long has the Sen-

ator from Illinois been involved in this
particular issue?

Mr. FITZGERALD. At least dating
back to 1992.

Mr. MCCAIN. In 1992. Was that when
the Senator was a member of the State
legislature?

Mr. FITZGERALD. When I first got
elected as an Illinois State senator.

Mr. MCCAIN. May I ask, just since
the Senator is well versed on this issue,
was there a debate on this during the
course of his campaign for the Senate?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Absolutely. This
was an issue when I was in the State

senate in every election. Right prior to
my going into the State senate, the
city of Chicago at that time did not
propose expanding O’Hare. They pro-
posed a third airport in the south part
of Chicago in the Lake Calumet area.
Mayor Daley supported building a third
airport at that time, but the Illinois
General Assembly did not approve that
plan because they favored the site in
Peotone.

Since that time, because this third
airport would not be within his polit-
ical jurisdiction, Mayor Daley has
fought the south suburban airport and
worked toward just expanding O’Hare.
That way, in my judgment, it would
keep all aviation within the city limits
of the city of Chicago.

Mr. MCCAIN. Well, is it true that
there was a list of proposed airports
and airport expansion that had been
formulated by the Department of
Transportation, and then this proposed
Peotone Airport disappeared from that
list? Is that correct? Can you illu-
minate us on what happened there?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes. What hap-
pened there was that Governor Edgar,
who was Governor in the late 1980s and
early 1990s, was moving forward with
this south suburban airport. When
President Clinton took office, at the
request of the mayor, the FAA re-
moved the south suburban airport from
the so-called NPIAS list, the National
Plan for Integrated Airport Systems,
for airport improvements. Otherwise,
we might have that airport now.

The Chicago airport capacity study
of 1986 to 1988 had said we needed the
south suburban airport by the year
2000. The city of Chicago blocked that
by calling President Clinton and ask-
ing him to remove the Peotone project
because it was not within the political
jurisdiction of the city of Chicago from
that planning list.

Aviation capacity around the coun-
try and in Chicago would be far greater
today if we had that airport up and
running. We would not be having this
discussion. So this has, indeed, been
going on a very long time. I believe, as
Governor Edgar did believe, and as did
Governor Thompson before him, that
we ought to go forward and build that
south suburban airport. It is a major
issue for Congressman JACKSON.

It is interesting, as a Senator for our
whole State, I do not think it is in our
interest to concentrate all our eco-
nomic development within one 7,000-
acre spot at O’Hare. I have 2.5 million
people who live in the south suburbs of
Illinois who have to drive 3, 31⁄2 hours
to get up to O’Hare to wait in line be-
cause it is too congested.

I would like to, in addition to bring-
ing more aviation capacity, have some
economic development in other parts
of the State of Illinois besides 7,000
acres at O’Hare. I understand the city
would like to retain jurisdiction over
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all economic activity in the State of Il-
linois, but I don’t think it is in the in-
terest of my State. I have been work-
ing very hard with Congressman JACK-
SON to, in fact, bring some economic
development to areas outside there.

Incidentally, in the northwest sub-
urbs where this is located, they have
what they would term too much devel-
opment. There is so much traffic and
congestion that it is difficult to get
into O’Hare. If you were to double the
number of people going into O’Hare
Airport, in my judgment—right now it
takes so long to get into O’Hare Air-
port because these traffic arteries, the
northwest tollway, I–90, the Kennedy
Expressway, are jammed at all hours of
the day practically every day of the
week with people going into O’Hare—if
we expand O’Hare Airport, already the
busiest airport in the country for a
long time, by far the busiest airport in
the world, we are going to make it al-
most twice as big.

I don’t know where the State of Illi-
nois will get the money to double the
size of the roadways going in there be-
cause you can’t get in there now. There
is no possible way that it will be fea-
sible to funnel all the people who would
be going into O’Hare under this plan
put forward by the city of Chicago.

Mr. MCCAIN. If the Senator will
yield for a couple more questions, per-
haps you can explain the importance of
this NPIAS list. Many of our col-
leagues who are not on the committee
would like to know the significance of
that list and whether you have ever
heard of an airport project being taken
off a list of that importance. And my
additional question is, since it seems
that one of the arguments against the
Durbin amendment that the Senator
from Illinois has is that this is being
done in a fairly precipitous fashion, has
the Illinois State legislature had any
input into this? Have they made an
agreement? Is there opposition? Is
there support?

Also, what is the situation with our
friends on the other side of the Capitol
in the other body? I think all of our
colleagues should know, as the Senator
from Texas earlier described—and you
did—that this is really the so-called
placeholder that will allow in con-
ference, basically, a mandate to start
funding a multibillion-dollar project.
Although it is wonderful that the
mayor and the Governor have been in
agreement—and I think that is a re-
markable step forward; all of us ap-
plaud it—aren’t there other significant
players here, not only in the State leg-
islature but our colleagues from the
other side of the Capitol as well?

My other question is, why would
there be a reason for such haste to put
something such as this on a Defense
appropriations bill?

Mr. FITZGERALD. The Senator
brings up many good points. One, you
don’t have the benefit of the language
that they are going to try and put into
a conference committee report. I do
have a copy. And I have to say, Senator

DURBIN was very straightforward in
sharing it with me. But for all the
other Members of this body, it is phan-
tom language, so-called placeholder
language that would be used later to
create an opening in parliamentary
rules to slip in the real deal, the real
backroom deal between George Ryan
and Mayor Daley.

The point you made is, that deal has
not been shared with you. You have
gotten no specifics from Mayor Daley
or Governor Ryan.

Interestingly, it is not the Governor
who actually has the authority by him-
self to just decree that a runway plan
be done in Illinois under State law.
There is, in fact, a permitting process.
There are hearings, and these plans are
subjected to an adversary proceeding.
There is opportunity for controllers
and pilots and other interested parties
to come and testify. There is a whole
permitting process.

We are being asked, in codifying the
backroom deal made by two people,
just 48 hours ago, to preempt the Illi-
nois Aeronautics Act. We are being
asked to do what the Illinois State
Senate should be doing. They can take
a look at the Illinois Aeronautics Act.
I had 6 years in the State Senate. I
didn’t think when I got to Washington
I would be put in the position of debat-
ing the sorts of issues they debate in
the Illinois State Senate.

The NPIAS list is the national plan
for integrated airport improvements
around the country. Many airports,
most of your small local airports, are
on the NPIAS list, and that makes
them eligible for grants from the air-
port improvement fund, the AIP fund.
It was a very momentous step when the
FAA put the south suburban airport on
the NPIAS list about 10 years ago.
That plan was moving forward. The
State of Illinois Department of Trans-
portation, with the strong backing of
local officials and the State, was going
forward with the south suburban air-
port.

The State legislature had rejected
plans for an airport in a different loca-
tion that Mayor Daley had favored. So
Peotone was on the NPIAS list. It was
eligible for Federal funding, and after
it had gone through the planning proc-
ess, I believe that it would have gotten
Federal funding.

But when President Clinton took of-
fice, that created an opportunity. The
mayor of Chicago obviously was good
friends with the President, and they
were able to prevail upon the FAA at
that time to simply remove Peotone
from the NPIAS list and take it off. I
think it was probably the only airport,
of the 3,000 airports around the coun-
try, that has ever been taken off. At
that time the FAA said: Well, there
wasn’t local consensus. So they did not
know whether they wanted to go for-
ward. There was local consensus among
some, but Mayor Daley, the mayor of
the city of Chicago, opposed it.

I have to tell you, there is no local
consensus on this plan, this backroom

deal, this $13 billion deal that will take
money from your States and put it into
a plan in my State that I oppose. I op-
pose it. The State legislature has never
supported this deal.

The reason they are coming to you is
because they can’t get the approval of
the State legislature. They didn’t even
try. You are being asked at 9 o’clock at
night, while our country is at war in
Afghanistan, on a Defense appropria-
tions bill, to debate this transportation
issue. Clearly, I do not think this is the
appropriate forum.

I don’t think it should be before the
Federal Government at all. I think if
the mayor wants that plan at O’Hare,
he ought to submit a plan to the FAA.
He has never even done that.

I applaud many of the things the
mayor of the city of Chicago has done.
It is a wonderful city. O’Hare is a won-
derful airport. It is a great airport.

I want to make it clear, it will have
to be modernized sometime. There is a
problem that bigger jets can’t taxi
around at O’Hare. The Boeing 747–400,
for example, is so wide that other
planes have to get off taxiways when it
is taxying around. I think we need to
modernize O’Hare. I will be supportive
of that. I think a $13 billion project to
tear up and rebuild O’Hare is wasteful,
however, of the funds that would be ap-
plied.

The bottom line is, there may be
good arguments, and there are good ar-
guments on both sides of this issue.
But they should be presented to the
FAA and the State’s panel on aviation.
The interesting thing is—the Senator
from Arizona would be interested in
this—we are preempting here the Illi-
nois Aeronautics Act which, in fact, is
the act that grants the city of Chicago
the right to run an airport. The city of
Chicago doesn’t have a right, except
one deriving from the State govern-
ment, the Illinois Aeronautics Act, to
even operate an airport. We would be
asked to obliterate——

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Senator, I wish to
go on. I will yield at the end of the
evening.

Mr. MCCAIN. The Senator from Illi-
nois has the floor. I ask for the regular
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois has the floor.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a further question?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes, from the
Senator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. I would ask the Senator
if it is not true that there is no legisla-
tive approval. The legislature has not
been consulted. You were not consulted
on this, as I understand it. I am asking
if that is true. The congressional dele-
gation was not consulted and the local
people have not been consulted. Is it
true that only in the last 48 hours this
agreement was made, and in only 48
hours we are expected, without a hear-
ing, without any consultation or advice
or information provided to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
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Transportation, we are taking on this
appropriations bill an issue that en-
tails billions of dollars of Illinois tax-
payers’ money and billions of dollars of
national taxpayers’ money? Is it true
we are going to try to push this
through in order that it can be done on
a Defense appropriations bill, I ask my
colleague?

Mr. FITZGERALD. The Senator from
Arizona is exactly right. We have never
been shown any details of this plan. No
Member of this body has been shown
details of this plan. Senator DURBIN
may have some details of which I am
not aware. I have not been shown any
details. It is a backroom agreement
that was reached at about 9 or 10
o’clock in the evening two nights ago,
Wednesday night.

Maybe the rush to pass this is be-
cause they do not want anybody to
know the deals and know the details.
Perhaps there is a problem with the de-
tails. I think we ought to be very reluc-
tant to codify into Federal law a plan
obligating the Federal Government to
unspecified expenditures of money in
the future without knowing the details
when there are questions of safety and
when we do not have the expertise in
this body to do this. None of us has a
background in airport engineering.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from Illinois to yield to the
Senator from Nevada for a question
without his losing the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I ask my friend from Illi-

nois, we have been talking now for
quite a few hours—I should say you
have been talking. I am wondering if
my friend can advise me and the rest of
the Senate if he is going to take some
more time tonight.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.
Mr. REID. Will the Senator allow me

to ask another question through the
Chair? I walked by his desk a few times
and saw he has a lot of speaking mate-
rial. It appears the Senator is going to
be speaking for an extended period of
time; is that a fair statement?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes, I have many
more charts.

(Laughter.)
Mr. REID. I say to my friend from Il-

linois, it is 10 after 9, and as the Sen-
ator knows, we are trying to complete
this most important Defense bill. The
fact is, the Senator from Illinois has
several more hours of speaking; is that
right, if that is necessary?

Mr. FITZGERALD. If necessary.
Mr. REID. I appreciate the Senator

yielding. I was just trying to gauge
whether or not the Senator was getting
tired yet.

(Laughter.)
Mr. FITZGERALD. I am doing OK.

Thank you.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the

distinguished Senator yield without
losing his right to the floor?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes, I yield for a
question.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield to this
Senator to call up the package that
Senator STEVENS, Senator INOUYE, and
I have been working on, and present it
to the Senate and perhaps have a vote
up or down, with the understanding
that upon the conclusion of that ac-
tion, the Senator from Illinois would
regain the floor?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I thank the Sen-
ator. I have the greatest respect for the
Senator from West Virginia. I respect
him as much as any of my colleagues,
but I must respectfully decline that re-
quest. I have to say, as the Senator
from West Virginia will recall, when I
first came to the Senate, I read his
book on the history of the Roman Re-
public. On my first opportunity to be
back in the Illinois State senate and
appear before them, I gave as a gift to
every State Senator in Illinois a copy
of your book.

Mr. BYRD. You did?
Mr. FITZGERALD. I gave them the

Senator’s admonition that the Senate
should never yield too much power to
the executive, and that was the decline
of the ancient Roman Republic.

Mr. BYRD. I hope the Senator will
keep that rule in mind. Let’s not give
too much power to the executive. If we
could present our amendment, let Sen-
ators vote on the amendment——

Mr. FITZGERALD. I am afraid——
Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield for another question?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

losing his right to the floor.
Mr. FITZGERALD. I yield for a ques-

tion only.
Mr. REID. Will the Senator from Illi-

nois, without losing his right to the
floor, yield to his colleague from Illi-
nois for 10 minutes?

Mr. FITZGERALD. No, I am not in a
position to do that. I will yield tempo-
rarily to the Senator from Illinois with
the understanding that when he com-
pletes his 10 minutes, automatically
the floor reverts to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, the Senator from
Illinois is yielding time to his col-
league from Illinois without losing his
right to the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 2343, WITHDRAWN

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair. Mr.
President, I thank my colleagues from
Illinois and Nevada for this oppor-
tunity.

When we were preparing for this de-
bate, it was very important to me we
keep it in the context of the bill that
was being amended. I cannot think of
more important legislation facing our
Nation than the passage of the Defense
appropriations bill at a time when
America is at war.

Before I prepared the amendment
which is before the Senate, I received
assurances that we would not face a fil-
ibuster. I received assurances that we
would not face what we have seen this

evening. I was told there would be an
up-or-down vote, and I was prepared to
accept the outcome of that vote. Some-
thing has changed. As a result of that
change, the Senate has been here for 3
hours. The most important appropria-
tions bill we can consider has been
stalled and slowed down.

I feel very strongly about this issue,
but I also feel very strongly about our
responsibility in the Senate. I am pre-
pared to save this battle for another
day because I do not want to diminish
the ability of this Nation in its war
against terrorism or diminish in any
way the resources available to the men
and women in uniform. I do not know
when that day will come. I hope it will
be soon for the sake of my State that
we will consider this important legisla-
tion for our airport, for our aviation
needs in our State.

I express my apologies to the Senate.
I never believed for a moment that we
would face a filibuster over this. In
fact, I received assurances otherwise.
That is not the case. I ask unanimous
consent to withdraw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The amendment is
withdrawn. The Senator from Illinois
still has the floor.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Illinois for
withdrawing the amendment. I say to
him that I do not think I made clear
exactly how I would respond. I did say
that I was willing to take an up-or-
down vote, and perhaps we may yet
have an up-or-down vote on this issue
before the Senate. I do not believe I
made those representations.

I do appreciate my friendship with
Senator DURBIN. I hope there are not
many more issues that we disagree
with amongst ourselves with respect to
our State.

In many cases, we have been able to
have a great impact for the people of
Illinois, and we will continue to do
that. We have a difference of opinion
on this issue. It has been tough for
both of us because normally we work
together and do not have differences of
opinions on major issues such as this.
So I appreciate Senator DURBIN’s with-
drawal of the amendment, and I look
forward to continuing to work with
him on this and other issues in the
Senate.

I do think it was important for the
Nation and the Senate to be educated
on this issue because aviation in the
heartland does affect all of us, and Sen-
ator DURBIN is certainly right on that.
I believe this was a very important dis-
cussion, both for the citizens of Illinois
and also for the citizens around the
country.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Senator

STEVENS, Senator INOUYE, and I have
worked during the afternoon with our
staffs to bring to the Senate an amend-
ment which would provide for the car-
rying out of the purposes that I an-
nounced earlier when I presented the
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amendment which was brought down
by the failure of the Senate to waive a
point of order.

We have drawn up an amendment
which stays within the $40 billion
which was voted by Congress 3 days
after the attack.

A point of order was made against
the amendment I had offered. I sought
to waive the point of order, and it was
the Senate’s judgment the motion to
waive not be adopted. Consequently,
what is left before the Senate now is
the House bill. So in an effort to move
ahead with something for homeland se-
curity and in the attempt to at least
try to do something on all three of our
original purposes—namely, fund ade-
quately defense appropriations, live up
to our agreement to New York as much
as we can under the circumstances, and
to provide a homeland defense bill,
which while not going as far as we had
earlier hoped, at least does something
for the cities and rural areas of this
country—Senator STEVENS, Senator
INOUYE, and I are proposing the fol-
lowing amendment. It is the Byrd/Ste-
vens/Inouye amendment to Defense ap-
propriations.

We are living within the $40 billion
structure we have already voted on
several weeks ago. The amendment al-
locates $20 billion. It was according to
the law we passed that the Appropria-
tions Committee would pass upon the
final $20 billion of that $40 billion, and
this is the final bill. We are attempting
to follow the law in that respect and
provide in this bill how that money
should be allocated.

The amendment allocates $20 billion
as follows: Defense, $2 billion; New
York, New Jersey, the District of Co-
lumbia, Maryland, and Virginia, all
coming under the rubric of New York
as a designation, $9.5 billion; homeland
defense, $8.5 billion.

When combined with the $20 billion
allocated by the President, the amend-
ment results in the following alloca-
tion of the $40 billion approved: Home-
land defense, $10.1 billion; foreign aid
allocated by the President, $1.5 billion.

Highlights of the $20 billion are
these: New York and other commu-
nities directly impacted by the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, $9.5 billion, and the
examples follow. FEMA disaster relief,
which funds debris removal at the
World Trade Center site, repair of pub-
lic infrastructure such as the damaged
subway, the damaged PATH commuter
train, all government offices, and pro-
vides assistance to individuals for
housing, burial expenses, and reloca-
tion assistance, receives $5.82 billion.

Secondly, community development
block grants, $2 billion to help New
York restore its economy; Amtrak se-
curity, $100 million for security in Am-
trak tunnels; mass transit security,
funding of $100 million for improving
security in the New York and New Jer-
sey subways; New York-New Jersey
ferry improvements, $100 million; hos-
pital reimbursement, $140 million to
reimburse the hospitals in New York

that provided critical care on Sep-
tember 11, and the weeks and months
that followed.

Workers compensation job training,
$175 million that would help New York
to process workers compensation
claims for the victims of the Sep-
tember 11 attacks. Fifty-eight million
dollars is provided for job training, en-
vironmental health, and other pro-
grams; Federal facilities, $200 million
for the costs of keeping Federal agen-
cies operating that were in the World
Trade Center, such as the Social Secu-
rity Administration, the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, the
Pension and Welfare Benefits Adminis-
tration, the Commodity Futures and
Trading Commission, the Secret Serv-
ice, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms, the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the EEOC, the
General Services Administration, and
the National Labor Relations Board.

Emergency highway repairs, $85 mil-
lion for damaged roads in New York
City; mental health services for chil-
dren, $10 million that would help New
York schools to provide mental health
services to the children of the victims
of the World Trade Center bombing;
law enforcement reimbursement, $220
million for New Jersey, Maryland, and
Virginia to reimburse for the costs of
law enforcement and fire personnel for
costs incurred on September 11 and the
weeks that followed; $68 million to pro-
vide for the crime victims fund; Dis-
trict of Columbia, $200 million for the
District and for Washington Metro for
improved security; small business dis-
aster loans, $150 million; national
monument security, $86 million for im-
proved security at national parks and
monuments such as the Statue of Lib-
erty, the Washington Monument, the
Smithsonian, Kennedy Center, and
other facilities. For the Department of
Defense, $2 billion including funding to
repair the Pentagon; bioterrorism/food
safety, $3.1 billion, including $525 mil-
lion for food security; provides $1.1 bil-
lion for upgrading our State and local
public health and hospital infrastruc-
ture.

Recent events have made it clear our
State and local public health depart-
ments have been allowed to deterio-
rate.

The head of the CDC testified only
last week that at least $1 billion is
needed immediately to begin to up-
grade our State and local health de-
partments. Our package would provide
$165 million for the CDC capacity im-
provements. It would provide $205 mil-
lion for security improvements and re-
search at the CDC and the NIH. It
would provide $593 million for the na-
tional pharmaceutical stockpile. It
would provide $512 million to contracts
for smallpox vaccine to protect all
Americans. The USDA Office of the
Secretary would receive $81 million for
enhanced facility security and oper-
ational security at USDA locations.
The Agriculture Research Service
would receive $70 million for enhanced

facility security and for research in the
areas of food safety and bioterrorism.
The Agriculture Research Service
buildings and facilities would receive
$73 million for facility enhancement at
Plum Island, NY, and Ames, IA, which
includes funding necessary to complete
construction on a biocontainment fa-
cility at the National Animal Disease
Laboratory at Ames, IA.

The Cooperative State Research,
Education and Extension Service would
receive $50 million for enhanced facil-
ity security at land grant university
research locations and for research
into areas of food safety and bioter-
rorism. The Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service buildings and facili-
ties would receive $109 million for en-
hanced facility security, for support of
border inspections, for pest detection
activities, and for other areas related
to biosecurity and for relocation of the
facility at the National Animal Disease
Laboratory.

Next is $15 million provided to the
Food Safety Inspection Service for en-
hanced operational security and for im-
plementation of the food safety bioter-
rorism protection program; $127 mil-
lion would be provided to the Food and
Drug Administration for food safety
and counterbioterrorism, including
support of additional food security in-
spections, expedited review of drugs,
vaccines and diagnostic tests, and for
enhanced physical and operational se-
curity.

As to State and local law enforce-
ment, the amendment would provide
$400 million. The amendment would
also provide $290 million for FEMA
firefighters to improve State and local
government capacity to respond to ter-
rorist attacks.

The amendment would provide $600
million to the Postal Service to pro-
vide equipment to cope with biological
and chemical threats such as anthrax.

For Federal Antiterrorism Law En-
forcement, the amendment would pro-
vide $1.7 billion to be used as follows:
$614 million for the FBI; $61 million for
U.S. Marshals; $100 million for cyber-
security; $23 million for the Federal
Law Enforcement Training Center for
training new law enforcement per-
sonnel; $21 million for the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms; $124
million for overtime and expanded
aviation and border support for the
Customs Service; $73 million for the
Secret Service; $273 million for in-
creased Coast Guard surveillance; $95
million for Federal courts security; $84
million for Justice Department legal
activity; $68 million for the crime vic-
tims fund; $83 million for EPA for an-
thrax cleanup costs and drinking water
vulnerability assessments; $38 million
for EPA for bioterrorism response
teams and EPA laboratory security; $20
million for the FEMA Office of Na-
tional Preparedness.

Now, for the airport transit security,
there would be $530 million, including
$200 million for airport improvement
grants; $251 million for FAA operations
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for cockpit security; $50 million for
FAA research to expedite deployment
of new aviation security technology;
$23 million for transit security; $6 mil-
lion for transportation security.

Now, as to port security improve-
ments, there will be $50 million which
would be broken down as follows: Coast
Guard, $12 million; Maritime Adminis-
tration, $23 million; and Customs, $15
million.

Finally, for nuclear powerplant, lab,
Federal facility improvements, there
would be $775 million. There would be
$140 million for energy for enhanced se-
curity at U.S. nuclear weapons plants
and laboratories. There would be $139
million for the Corps of Engineers to
provide enhanced security at 300 crit-
ical dams, drinking water reservoirs
and navigation facilities; $30 million
for the Bureau of Reclamation for simi-
lar purposes; $36 million for Nuclear
Regulatory Commission to enhance se-
curity at commercial nuclear reactors;
$50 million for security at the White
House; $31 million for GSA and the Ar-
chives to improve Federal building se-
curity; $93 million for NASA for secu-
rity upgrades at the Kennedy, Johnson,
and other space centers; $256 million
for improved security for the legisla-
tive branch.

For nuclear nonproliferation, there
would be $226 million for the safe-
guarding and acquisition of Russian
and former Soviet Union fissile nuclear
materials and to help transition and
retrain Russian nuclear scientists.

Finally, for border security, there
would be $709 million of which $160 mil-
lion would be for Customs for increased
inspectors on the border and for the
construction of border facilities and
there would be $549 million for the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service.

These are the breakdowns of the
moneys that would be included in this
amendment if agreed to by the Senate.
At some point I will ask unanimous
consent that the substitute be agreed
to and considered as original text for
the purpose of further amendment, and
that no points of order be waived.

I yield the floor.
Mr. STEVENS. The Senator has not

made that unanimous consent request
yet, but I do believe I will support that
unanimous consent request. I want the
Senate to know that the Senator and
Senator INOUYE and I have conferred
about the allocation of $20 billion, and
while I regret we reduced defense in
this allocation to $20 billion, I point
out to the Senate that this year we
have provided $317 billion in the De-
fense bill in section (a) of this sub-
stitute. We have added the $15.3 billion
here in this allocation of the moneys
from the $15.7 from the $40 billion.
There has been a total of over a $42 bil-
lion increase in defense spending from
the beginning of this year to now. I do
believe there is sufficient money to
carry us through until the President
may make a request.

Again, I point out to the Senate that
the law we passed on September 18 does

require the President shall submit to
the Congress as soon as practical de-
tailed requests to meet any further
funding requirements for the purposes
specified in this act.

I also call the Senate’s attention
once more, there were five purposes
outlined in the act: First, providing
State, Federal-State, and local pre-
paredness for mitigating and respond-
ing to the attacks; second, providing
support to counterinvestigate and pros-
ecute international terrorism; third,
providing increased transportation se-
curity; fourth, repairing public facili-
ties and transportation systems dam-
aged by attacks; and five, supporting
national security.

All these funds may be delivered for
any authorized Government activity to
meet those purposes.

This presentation tonight by Senator
BYRD meets those requirements. All of
the money is transferred to a Federal
system under an authorized program,
and all are within the five stated pur-
poses that the Congress used in pro-
viding the $40 billion in September.

We all differ some in terms of our pri-
orities. In the final analysis, the prior-
ities for this $20 billion will be decided
in conference. I have assured Senator
BYRD that I will cosponsor this sub-
stitute and fight for its approval in the
conference. I fully expect there will be
some changes in the conference with
the House in terms of the allocation of
this money. I am confident we will be
hearing from the administration in the
meantime.

I take the floor to urge the Senate to
approve the amendment and to allow
the Senator’s request to be granted. He
has, in fact, now offered and asked for
a unanimous consent, but we jointly
are offering this as original text to re-
place the Senate substitute that was
reported from the appropriations com-
mittee. It will be open to further
amendment, as I understand, on all
parts of the bill.

It is my hope that we would close
their section B soon, because I think
this allocation, as I said, will primarily
absolutely be done in the final analysis
insofar as the $20 billion in conference.
And we could argue here all night
about where the money would go.

We met the President’s request to
limit that amount to $20 billion. I
think that is where we should stop.

I yield the floor.
Does the Senator from West Virginia

wish to renew his request?
AMENDMENT NO. 2348

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield to me for that purpose,
I ask unanimous consent that the sub-
stitute be agreed to, that it be consid-
ered as original text for the purpose of
further amendment, and that no points
of order be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.

BYRD], for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. STE-
VENS proposes an amendment numbered 2348.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The text of the amendment is printed
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amendments
Submitted.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia? Without objection,
it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2348) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I raise a
point of order that section 8132 of the
pending amendment constitutes legis-
lation on appropriations and violates
rule XVI of the standing rules of the
Senate.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, may I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wonder if
we might be able to temporarily lay
aside this point of order so the Senate
could proceed with an amendment by
Mr. FEINGOLD, have the debate on that,
and then return to the point of order
by Mr. GRAMM.

Mr. STEVENS. Could we get a time
agreement on that amendment?

Mr. BYRD. Could we get a time
agreement?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Sure.
Mr. MCCAIN. I reserve the right to

object. I do believe we have an agree-
ment on a proposal by Senator GRAMM.
I would like to dispense with that if
the Senator from Alaska is ready and
the Senator from West Virginia is
ready to do that.

Mr. REID. If the Senator from Ari-
zona will yield, or whoever has the
floor will yield briefly, we are waiting
for another Senator to come to the
Chamber.

Mr. MCCAIN. I remove my objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Wisconsin.
Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr.

President. And I certainly thank the
Senator from West Virginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 2349

Mr. President, I send an amendment
to the desk.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from Wis-
consin answer a question?

Mr. FEINGOLD. The Senator yields
for a question.

Mr. REID. The Senator from Alaska
asked if the Senator from Wisconsin
would agree to a time limit.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I agree to a 10-
minute limit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. REID. I would just say, of course,

that all points of order and stuff would
still be available.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the amendment.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-

GOLD], for himself, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr.
HELMS, proposes an amendment numbered
2349.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide that Members of Con-

gress shall not receive a cost of living ad-
justment in pay during fiscal year 2002)
At the appropriate place in the bill insert

the following sections:
SEC. . COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT FOR MEM-

BERS OF CONGRESS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, no adjustment shall be made under sec-
tion 601(a) of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) (relating to cost of
living adjustments for Members of Congress)
during fiscal year 2002.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, my
amendment is very straightforward. It
would eliminate the $4,900 pay raise
scheduled to go into effect in just a few
weeks for Members of Congress. And I
am very pleased to be joined in this ef-
fort by the senior Senator from Mon-
tana, Mr. BAUCUS, and the senior Sen-
ator from North Carolina, Mr. HELMS.
Our economy is in a recession and hun-
dreds of thousands of workers have
been laid off. Many families face enor-
mous financial pressures.

Shortly, we will debate how best to
address this problem, and central for
me in that debate is how to produce a
short-term economic boost without un-
dermining our long-term economic and
budget position. The budget surpluses
that were projected last spring have
proved to be as illusory as many of us
feared. The supplemental spending
passed in the spring, along with the ir-
responsible tax cut passed this summer
left us on the brink. The economic
slowdown pushed us over the edge. So,
when it came time to respond to the
horrific events of September 11, we
were forced to return to deficit spend-
ing.

We have spent all of the on-budget
surplus, and are well into the surplus
that represents Social Security Trust
Fund balances. That is something that
has only been done to meet the most
critical national prorities. A $4,900 pay
raise for Members is not a critical na-
tional priority.

As I said when I last brought this
amendment to the floor, I think the
idea of an automatic congressional pay
raise is never appropriate. It is an un-
usual thing to have the power to raise
our own pay. Few people have that
ability. Most of our constitutents do
not have that power. And that this
power is so unusual is good reason for
the Congress to exercise that power

openly, and to exercise it subject to
regular procedures that include debate,
amendment, and a vote on the RECORD.

As I noted during the debate of the
Foreign Operations Appropriations
measure, a number of my colleagues
have approached me about this pay
raise in the past few weeks, and some
have indicated they support the pay
raise. In fact, one of my colleagues said
they would offer an amendment that
actually increased the scheduled $4,900
pay raise because they felt it was too
low. I strongly disagree with that posi-
tion, but I certainly respect those who
hold that position. But whatever one’s
position on the pay raise, I do think,
the Senate ought to be on record on
the matter if it is to go into effect.

The current pay raise system allows
a pay raise without any recorded vote.
Even those who support a pay raise
should be willing to insist that Mem-
bers go on record on this issue. I think
this process of stealth pay raises has to
end, and I have introduced legislation
to stop this practice. But the amend-
ment I offer today does not go that far.
All it does is simply stop the $4,900 pay
raise that is scheduled to go into effect
in January.

When I offered this amendment to
the Foreign Operations appropriations
bill several weeks ago, a point of order
was raised against it as not being ger-
mane to that bill. Let me say here that
unlike that bill, the measure before us
today has already raised the issue of a
pay increase in the legislative branch
in Section 810 of the House-passed bill.
So this amendment is plainly germane
to the bill before us.

It is possible—in fact, obviously like-
ly—that a Senator may raise a point of
order against this amendment, and
maybe some people will try to hide be-
hind the procedural vote that would re-
sult. But make no mistake, the vote in
relation to this amendment will be the
vote on the congressional pay raise.

Just a few weeks ago, Iowa’s State
employees voted to delay their own
cost-of-living adjustment in order to
help that State cope with its budget
problems. Members of the Florida
house voted to eliminate the cost-of-
living pay increase they got on July 1
to help meet that State’s budget get
through a softening economy, and
South Carolina’s Governor Jim Hodges
is taking a $4,000 pay cut as part of his
efforts to keep this State’s budget in
balance.

I hope my colleagues will follow the
examples set by Iowa’s State employ-
ees, the Florida house, and Governor
Hodges. Given all that has happened,
all that will happen, and the sacrifices
that will be asked of all Americans,
this isn’t time for Congress to accept a
$4,900 pay raise. Let’s stop this back-
door pay raise, and then let’s enact leg-
islation to end this practice once and
for all.

Right this minute, our Nation is
sending the men and women of our
Armed Services into harm’s way. I do
not think it is the time for Congress to

accept a pay raise. Let’s stop this
backdoor pay raise, and then let’s
enact legislation to end this practice
once and for all.

Mr. President, at this point I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

sponsor’s time has expired.
Who yields time?
The Senator from Colorado.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, as

the former chairman and now ranking
member of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Treasury and General
Government, I would like to make a
few observations on this amendment
and tell my colleagues at the outset
that my comments are not designed to
bring into question the motives of any
Senator who votes for the amendment.
But there is an old adage: If the shoe
fits, wear it.

We have had to wrestle with some
pretty important issues since Sep-
tember 11. During that time, I think
Members of this body have displayed a
great deal of courage. And their con-
stituents certainly have the right to
expect that kind of courage. But that
is the way it should be.

Neither bombs nor fires, terrorists
nor wars have been able to shake our
resolve, but the mention of a pay raise
somehow makes a lot of Senators’
courage melt like snowballs in sum-
mer, and that iron will begins to make
them shake in their boots.

Some Senators may honestly believe
we should not receive a pay raise at
any cost. Some, in fact, think we
should be working here for nothing.
Some maybe just don’t think they are
worth the salary. But I tell you, there
is an old saying that has developed
over the years, and I would like to in-
vite our constituents and the press to
explore the actions of a Member who
falls into the definition of what has
been called: ‘‘Vote no, but take the
dough.’’ That phrase is a pretty good
description of politicians who want the
money but do not want the heat of
voter displeasure, even though setting
our own salaries is a constitutional re-
quirement.

I have voted a number of times on
pay raises—sometimes for, sometimes
against. Every time I voted against
them, and they passed, I donated those
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pay raises to charity. I could not, in
good conscience, keep the money if I
would not support it with my vote. I
gave a total of five $1,000 scholarships
and gave other money to a homeless
shelter. At no time when I voted
against it did I keep it. I know there
are a number of other Members who
have done the same thing. But those
times I thought the increase was war-
ranted, I voted for it, and I kept it and
I justified it, as many other Members
have also done. I think I can justify it
this time, too.

With the tragedies at the Pentagon
and the World Trade Center still fresh
in our minds, I would recommend to
those who oppose a cost-of-living in-
crease and, therefore do not want the
COLA, to donate it to a charity in-
volved in the aftermath of September
11, if they really truly believe they
don’t deserve it.

If they are that guilt ridden, they
can, in fact, simply return it back to
the Federal Treasury. There is no law
that prevents them from doing that.

Every Member has to live with his
own conscience and decisions, but
there certainly are Members who fall
into that category ‘‘vote no and take
the dough.’’ In the past, in fact, some
have come to the floor to emphatically
denounce the increase while letting
other Members shoulder the burden to
pass the bill and they quietly pocket
the money and sneak off in the night
hoping nobody will notice that their
outrage does not jibe with their ac-
tions.

We have been here 16 hours—at least
I have, since 6 o’clock this morning—
with no end in sight, with important
amendments with which we have yet to
deal. This bill simply is the wrong ve-
hicle for this amendment. It should
have been offered on the Treasury-
Postal-general government bill. It was
not.

To make matters worse, many of the
very people who speak out against this
COLA have asked money to be ear-
marked in that bill where this should
have been addressed. It is automatic,
as all of our Members know. I would
also remind the Members that the
Treasury-Postal-general government
bill has all the courthouse construction
money, the Federal courts money, the
money to fight the war on drugs, secu-
rity money for the Olympics, other
things in it that make it a very impor-
tant bill.

To try to amend this bill, the Depart-
ment of Defense supplemental, with a
decision for Members after it has al-
ready been approved in the Treasury-
general government bill, is not a good
policy and opens a Pandora’s box of
other amendments that have already
been settled in the other eight bills
that have passed both the House and
Senate, and conference committees,
too. If the opponents of the COLA don’t
like it, they should have offered an
amendment to delete it when our bill,
the Treasury-general government bill,
was on the floor. They had ample op-

portunity when Chairman DORGAN and
I were pleading with Members to come
to the floor and offer amendments.

This amendment may be great the-
ater, but one thing is clear, it is not an
automatic ticket to reelection. Self-
flagellation never is.

As I have already stated, I don’t
question the motives of any Member on
how they vote. But I would invite our
constituents to look into the Member’s
past votes on this issue and see what
they did with the money the last time,
if they voted against it. I believe their
constituents would like to know if they
were driven by a deeply held belief
about self-worth or if they were in the
category of ‘‘vote no and take the
dough.’’

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Florida). The Senator from Ne-
vada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I raise a
point of order that the amendment is
not germane.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
raise the defense of germaneness, and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I would like to amend my
point of order. I failed to mention it
was also legislation on an appropria-
tions bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that the point of
order is that it is legislation on an ap-
propriations bill. The defense of ger-
maneness has been raised.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I raise the defense of
germaneness and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The question is, Is the amendment

germane? The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), is necessarily absent.

I further announce that if present
and voting the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. HELMS) would vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 33,
nays 65, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 360 Leg.]

YEAS—33

Allard
Baucus
Brownback
Bunning
Carnahan
Cleland
Collins
Corzine
DeWine
Durbin
Edwards
Ensign

Enzi
Feingold
Fitzgerald
Grassley
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Johnson
Levin
Lincoln
McCain
Miller
Reid

Roberts
Schumer
Sessions
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—65

Akaka
Allen
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cantwell
Carper
Chafee
Clinton
Cochran
Conrad
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton

Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Feinstein
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Hollings
Inhofe
Inouye
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Leahy
Lieberman
Lott

Lugar
McConnell
Mikulski
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (NE)
Nelson (FL)
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Helms Jeffords

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the ayes are 33, the nays are 65.
The amendment is not germane, and it
falls for that reason.

Mr. REID. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that section 8132 on
page 117 of the substitute amendment
be stricken.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2352

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
at the desk an amendment numbered
2352 which I call up on behalf of Sen-
ator MCCAIN and Senator GRAMM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. REID and Mr. GRAMM, proposes an
amendment numbered 2352.
(Purpose: To provide the President the au-

thority to increase national security and
save lives)
Section 8628(f), insert the following:
(g) Notwithstanding any other provision of

this act or any other provision of law, the
President shall have the sole authority to re-
program, for any other defense purpose, the
funds authorized by this section if he deter-
mines that doing so will increase national
security or save lives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the
amendment as written speaks for
itself. I thank the Senator from Alaska
and the Senator from West Virginia for
agreeing to it. This resolves a great
concern that many Members had con-
cerning the issue of the tanker air-
craft.

I thank the Senator from Alaska.
Mr. STEVENS. I yield back any re-

maining time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment numbered 2352.

The amendment (No. 2352) was agreed
to.
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Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider

the vote.
Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2553

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for

himself and Mrs. CARNAHAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 2553.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert:

SECTION 1. SENSE OF CONGRESS
It is the sense of Congress that the mili-

tary aircraft industrial base of the United
States be preserved. In order to ensure this
we must retain—

(1) Adequate competition in the design, en-
gineering, production, sale and support of
military aircraft;

(2) Continued innovation in the develop-
ment and manufacture of military aircraft;

(3) Actual and future capability of more
than one aircraft company to design, engi-
neer, produce and support military aircraft.
SEC. 2. STUDY OF IMPACT ON THE INDUSTRIAL

BASE.
In order to determine the current and fu-

ture adequacy of the military aircraft indus-
trial base a study shall be conducted. Of the
funds made available under the heading
‘‘Procurement, Defense-Wide’’ in this Act, up
to $1,500,000 may be made available for a
comprehensive analysis of and report on the
risks to innovation and cost of limited or no
competition in contracting for military air-
craft and related weapon systems for the De-
partment of Defense, including the cost of
contracting where there is no more than one
primary manufacturer with the capacity to
bid for and build military aircraft and re-
lated weapon systems, the impact of any
limited competition in primary contracting
on innovation in the design, development,
and construction of military aircraft and re-
lated weapon systems, the impact of limited
competition in primary contracting on the
current and future capacity of manufactur-
ers to design, engineer and build military
aircraft and weapon systems. The Secretary
of Defense shall report to the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations on the de-
sign of this analysis, and shall submit a re-
port to these committees no later than 6
months from the date of enactment of this
Act.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I again ex-
press my sincere thanks to Senator
INOUYE and Senator STEVENS for the
very effective way they brought to-
gether a very important bill in these
difficult times.

Mr. President, I rise today to discuss
the future of our national security as it
pertains to U.S. air superiority—the
key to ensuring victory in modern war,
and to propose an amendment request-
ing a study of our current and future
tactical and military aircraft indus-
trial base.

The recent Joint Strike Fighter com-
petition was a tough fight between two
well matched and seasoned competi-
tors, Lockheed Martin and Boeing. The
next generation of Air Force, Navy and
Marine fighter pilots will benefit from
this fierce competition. But the De-
fense Department’s long term acquisi-
tion strategy has revealed a potential
and troubling weakness in the future
health of our tactical and military air-
craft industrial base.

I have long maintained that no mat-
ter which company won this contract,
the only way to guarantee our national
security over the long haul is to main-
tain the robust aircraft industrial base
that preserves innovation and competi-
tion which are critical to the develop-
ment and success of future tactical and
military aircraft programs.

When the Joint Strike Fighter com-
petition was announced, I stated my
strongly held view and supposition
that the award would be split so that
the loser of the competition would re-
main in business.

Maintaining a robust industrial base
is not about Boeing or Lockheed Mar-
tin or any one commercial enterprise
but what is best for our Nation. I have
said for years that, since the cold war’s
end, we have funded and structured our
military on a minimum to get by. And
that is wrong. Investing the future of
American air superiority, or any other
critical defense program, in one com-
pany is a risky proposition. The weak-
ened industrial base that results ad-
versely impacts the kind of surge pro-
duction capability this Nation may
need someday to offset unforeseen at-
trition in our aircraft force structure.

The Department of Defense has stat-
ed that with regards to the Joint
Strike Fighter it will maintain a ‘‘win-
ner-take-all’’ strategy. By their our ac-
count the winner will be the only U.S.
producer of tactical fighter aircraft
after F–22 and F/A–18 E/F production
ceases.

As recently as April of last year, the
Honorable Jacques S. Gansler in a
statement provided to the Senate
Armed Services Committee on defense
industrial base considerations said:

Today, there exist two or three major (ro-
bust and technologically superior) firms in
each critical area of defense needs. However,
with the potential to go even below that
number in the future, we are in danger of
losing our greatest weapon in containing
costs and insuring rapid innovation; namely,
competition.

DoD’s determination to maintain the
‘‘winner-take-all’’ strategy, even in
light of their assessment that we will
be left with one tactical fighter air-
craft producer, deserves a thorough and
exhaustive review. A number of broad

questions present themselves that
must be answered.

Will the U.S. Government be able to
ensure sufficient expertise exists in the
long term so we can preserve a com-
petitive and innovative industrial base
in the design, production, and support
of tactical and military aircraft?

Will the Joint Strike Fighter be the
last manned tactical fixed-wing fighter
as asserted by Undersecretary of De-
fense E.C. Aldridge in a letter to Sen-
ator LEVIN? And does the ability to bid
on unmanned combat or surveillance
aircraft, as asserted by Under Sec-
retary Aldridge, provide ample oppor-
tunity for a tactical aircraft manufac-
turer to retain a robust design, produc-
tion and support team?

Can an aerospace manufacturer re-
constitute a tactical and/or military
capability once it is lost, and when the
barrier to re-entry become too high?

Does this Nation’s national security
interests outweigh the economic bene-
fits to any one company? And will our
national security be affected if we can-
not continue to ensure a high level of
innovation and competitiveness in the
development and production of tactical
and military aircraft?

This includes the presence, or lack
of, a robust surge capacity in the event
our nation faces high attrition rates
with its tactical aircraft force struc-
ture.

The Department of Defense commis-
sioned a RAND study to examine both
near-term and long-term competition
options within the Joint Strike Fight-
er program. The study concluded that
the additional costs of split production,
estimated to range from $.5 to $1 bil-
lion, would not be recouped over the
life of the program, currently expected
to extend through the year 2040. But
does the nation’s national security
take priority when added costs are less
than $1 billion over the life of a 40 plus
year program (a cost of less than $25
million per year to preserve more than
one source for our fighter aircraft)?

A Wall St. Journal article published
on Oct. 18, 2001, discusses the stinging
defeat handed to General Dynamics in
their takeover bid of Newport News
Shipbuilding, Inc., when the Justice
Department filed an anti-trust suit in
federal district court seeking to block
the proposed acquisition on the
grounds it would eliminate competi-
tion in the market for nuclear sub-
marines. The article states:

The critical issue in the review process was
whether a combination of General Dynamics
with Newport News would eliminate com-
petition in the market for naval submarines
and whether the loss of that competition
would hurt innovation.

Comments made by the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology and Logistics, the Honor-
able ‘‘Pete’’ Aldridge, in a letter to my
distinguished colleague Senator Carl
Levin, and at a Press Conference an-
nouncing the JSF winner, make it
clear that not only is DoD going to
pursue the winner-take-all strategy
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but that they are taking a ‘‘hands off’’
approach to any potential teaming ef-
fort between Lockheed Martin—with
its coalition of manufacturers—and
Boeing. This puts the responsibility
and weight of the health of our future
industrial base in the hands of a com-
mercial enterprise, and not the admin-
istration or the Congress. This is not a
wise policy and it justifiably applies to
all aspects of our critical needs mili-
tary industrial base.

Finally, on Oct. 23, 2001, the Depart-
ment of Justice announced they were
filing suit to block General Dynamics’
purchase of Newport News Ship-
building. In the body of their press re-
lease the Department of Justice states:
Our armed forces need the most inno-
vative and highest quality products to
protect our country. This merger-to-
monopoly would reduce innovation
and, ultimately, the quality of the
products supplied to the military,
while raising prices to the U.S. mili-
tary and to U.S. taxpayers.

The Fiscal Year 2001 Defense Appro-
priations Bill in discussing the Joint
Strike Fighter program on page 117 of
the report contains the following lan-
guage: The Committee believes that in-
dustrial base concerns can best be ad-
dressed AFTER the source selection de-
cision. While the future industrial base
may be a concern, DoD can be partner
in discussion to address these concerns
as companies work on viable teaming
or work sharing agreements.

As I have noted, it is clear that DoD
will not be a partner in any teaming
arrangements so it is up to the Con-
gress to act. In order to do so we must
acquire a body of data on our tactical
aircraft industrial base. And determine
if this base will provide sufficient ‘‘in-
novation AND competition’’ in the
years after only one company remains
to build follow-on aircraft to those cur-
rently in production or in development.

My amendment specifically asks that
the Secretary of Defense conduct the
study. I will furthermore recommend
that Secretary Rumsfeld select RAND
Corporation to perform the study. Why
RAND? They are already familiar with
the Joint Strike Fighter program, hav-
ing conducted the DoD study that ex-
amined the near and long term com-
petition options. The Department of
Defense should have no difficulty work-
ing with RAND, and in providing them
the data they need to do a thorough
study of the impact to the industrial
base of DoD’s acquisition strategy.

In summary, my amendment calls for
a study of the costs, risks, and implica-
tions to national security of vesting all
our tactical aircraft expertise in one
prime contractor. The simple fact is
that we, as a nation, do not know the
risks, costs and implications of this
move. We do know intuitively that the
loss of competition and innovation can
have a disastrous impact on the na-
tion’s ability to field future state of
the art weapons programs.

The Defense Department has never
studied this issue even though they ac-

knowledge that the continuing shrink-
age of our industrial base is cause for
concern. It has never examined the
risks or the national security implica-
tions. The DoD study regarding the
JSF program looked exclusively at the
financial costs of keeping two produc-
tion lines to build Joint Strike Fighter
aircraft.

That study concluded that there is an
additional financial cost associated
with two JSF production lines. But
what the study failed to examine was
the national security risks associated
with vesting the future of American air
superiority into the hands of a single
company.

We must not allow our industrial
base to shrink down to one company in
any critical needs area without close
examination and an understanding of
the risks and implications. The stakes
are too large.

We do not—we cannot—know what
the future holds for this country 20, 30
or 40 years hence. We learned on Sep-
tember 11 that there are heavy pen-
alties for misjudging unforeseen risks.
We cannot afford a similar mistake
when it comes to the health of our in-
dustrial base and the men and women
responsible for flying into harms way.
We cannot go down the road to one
company blindly.

As my amendment clearly states: We
must retain adequate competition in
the design, engineering, production,
sale and support of military aircraft;
We must retain continued innovation
in the development and manufacture of
military aircraft; and We must retain
the actual and future capability of
more than ‘‘one’’ aircraft company to
design, engineer, produce and support
military aircraft.

This study will help to arm us with
the knowledge Congress and the Presi-
dent need to make a wise decision. We
need the results of this study. And I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this amendment.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I
am pleased to support the amendment
proposed by my friend and colleague
from Missouri. Senator BOND’s legisla-
tion requires the Defense Department
to report to Congress on the future of
the tactical aircraft industry.

This is an important piece of legisla-
tion. It will allow the Pentagon to ex-
amine the long term impact of the
largest contract award in world history
on October 26 of this year, the Defense
Department awarded the Joint Strike
Fighter contract exclusively to the
Lockheed Martin JSF team. Senator
BOND and I are concerned that this de-
cision might put America’s tactical
aircraft industry in jeopardy, and set a
bad precedent for other defense con-
tracts. The JSF program is the largest
defense contract in history. It is the
only fighter jet contract planned in the
next 30 years.

Up until October 26th, Boeing and
Lockheed remained America’s only

major contractors in the tactical air-
craft industry. Now, if the Lockheed
team performs the entire contract,
Boeing would likely be forced out of
the fighter jet business. Competition in
the industry would be eliminated. Fu-
ture innovation would be stifled. Costs
would rise. Our national security would
be put at risk. The preeminent mili-
tary power in the world cannot have
just one company building fighter jets.
That would be unacceptable to me and
many members in our defense commu-
nity.

Just 3 years ago, the Defense Depart-
ment blocked the largest merger in de-
fense industry history due to concerns
that the merger would stifle innova-
tion and reduce competition in key as-
pects of defense production. It cannot
now stand idly by and allow the elimi-
nation of competition for fighter jets.

When the Joint Strike Fighter award
was announced last month, many of us
in the Missouri delegation made it
clear that we believe it is imperative
for Boeing to play a role in the produc-
tion of this aircraft. Now we are pro-
posing a study to examine the con-
sequences if we should fail to secure a
major role for Boeing in this important
program.

Senator BOND has posed some perti-
nent questions today. I hope this body
will support a study that simply seeks
to answer these questions. Above all,
we must examine how the U.S. Govern-
ment will be able to preserve sufficient
expertise in this industry, if Boeing is
driven out of the tactical aircraft busi-
ness.

When the JSF award was announced,
the Defense Department issued a state-
ment that said that the Pentagon
would encourage Lockheed and Boeing
to work together on this program. A
Department of Defense press release
stated on October 26 that, and I quote,

The expertise resident in the teams not se-
lected today can still make a contribution to
the JSF effort through revised industrial
teaming arrangements. DOD will encourage
teaming arrangements that make the most
efficient use of the expertise in the indus-
trial base to deliver the ‘best value’ prod-
uct.’’

I fully agree with this statement. I
expect the Department of Defense to
follow through on its commitment to
encourage teaming between Lockheed
Martin and Boeing. Boeing should be a
major partner in this project. Boeing
and Lockheed Martin executives are
currently engaged in negotiations on
this very subject. I believe that Boeing
has a strong case for why it should play
a major role in this critical program.

Boeing and its predecessor McDon-
nell-Douglas have a long history of de-
livery top-quality airplanes to mili-
taries around the globe. Its award-win-
ning management team has built a
solid reputation for meeting produc-
tion deadlines. Boeing makes some of
the most affordable aircraft in the
world. Boeing’s workforce has a unique
expertise. Boeing remains the world
leader in developing short take-off
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fighters for the Marines. Boeing also
produces for the Navy the foremost jet
fighter for aircraft carrier operations.

Lockheed Martin could use Boeing’s
vast experience in building these air-
craft. Lockheed Martin executives
should bear this in mind during their
discussions with Boeing. I believe that
the next generation of tactical jets
must be built by an experienced team.

This team should include Boeing
Managers, engineers and technicians,
who have helped build the Navy’s F/A–
18 Super Hornets as well as the Marine
Corps’ AV–8B Harriers. Lockheed
should keep in mind the concerns of
the Pentagon, and Democratic and Re-
publican leaders alike. Lockheed’s dis-
cussion with Boeing will have some se-
rious long-term effects. With only
major companies in the tactical air-
craft industry, Lockheed’s decisions
will directly impact the industrial base
of the Nation’s fighter business.

Let there be no mistake. My col-
leagues and I in the Missouri delega-
tion will not rest until we are assured
that Boeing’s role in the tactical air-
craft business is secure. Senator BOND
and I are united in our determination
to pursue every avenue, in the Armed
Services Committee and the Appropria-
tions Committee, to ensure that the in-
dustrial base of this critical industry is
preserved.

Our colleagues in the House, includ-
ing the Democratic leader, the major-
ity deputy whip, and the ranking mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee,
and committed to this effort. Today,
we must take this first step. We must
examine the consequences of the JSF
contact award, and ensure that the fu-
ture of America’s tactical aircrafts re-
mains secure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, Senator
STEVENS and I commend the Senator
from Missouri for his amendment. We
are pleased to accept it. We urge its
adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2353) was agreed
to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2354

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an-
other amendment to the desk and ask
that it be immediately considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2354.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require procedures that ensure

the fair and equitable resolution of labor
integration issues in transactions for the
combination of air carriers)
At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. ll. (a) The purpose of this section is

to require procedures that ensure the fair
and equitable resolution of labor integration
issues, in order to prevent further disruption
to transactions for the combination of air
carriers, which would potentially aggravate
the disruption caused by the attack on the
United States on September 11, 2001.

(b) In this section:
(1) The term ‘‘air carrier’’ means an air

carrier that holds a certificate issued under
chapter 411 of title 49, United States Code.

(2) The term ‘‘covered employee’’ means an
employee who—

(A) is not a temporary employee; and
(B) is a member of a craft or class that is

subject to the Railway Labor Act (45 U.S.C.
151 et seq.).

(3) The term ‘‘covered transaction’’ means
a transaction that—

(A) is a transaction for the combination of
multiple air carriers into a single air carrier;

(B) involves the transfer of ownership or
control of—

(i) 50 percent or more of the equity securi-
ties (as defined in section 101 of title 11,
United States Code) of an air carrier; or

(ii) 50 percent or more (by value) of the as-
sets of the air carrier;

(C) became a pending transaction, or was
completed, not earlier than January 1, 2001;
and

(D) did not result in the creation of a sin-
gle air carrier by September 11, 2001.

(c) If an eligible employee is a covered em-
ployee of an air carrier involved in a covered
transaction that leads to the combination of
crafts or classes that are subject to the Rail-
way Labor Act, the eligible employee may
receive assistance under this title only if the
parties to the transaction—

(1) apply sections 3 and 13 of the labor pro-
tective provisions imposed by the Civil Aero-
nautics Board in the Allegheny-Mohawk
merger (as published at 59 CAB 45) to the
covered employees of the air carrier; and

(2) subject to paragraph (1), in a case in
which a collective bargaining agreement pro-
vides for the application of sections 3 and 13
of the labor protective provisions in the
process of seniority integration for the cov-
ered employees, apply the terms of the col-
lective bargaining agreement to the covered
employees, and do not abrogate the terms of
the agreement.

(d) Any aggrieved person (including any
labor organization that represents the per-
son) may bring an action to enforce this sec-
tion, or the terms of any award or agreement
resulting from arbitration or a settlement
relating to the requirements of this section.
The person may bring the action in an appro-
priate Federal district court, determined in
accordance with section 1391 of title 28,
United States Code, without regard to the
amount in controversy.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this
amendment reflects a bill previously
entered with my colleague, Senator

CARNAHAN, and other Senators. I ask
they be given an opportunity to add
themselves as cosponsors to this
amendment.

This arises out of the attacks of Sep-
tember 11. It helps solve a serious prob-
lem in the airline industry. And it pro-
vides for fair treatment of the parties
involved. I think this is a reasonable
response.

Mr. President, the attacks of Sep-
tember 11 created severe strains on our
Nation and its economy. The economic
harm from those attacks has been most
pronounced in our airline industry, the
backbone of our transportation system.

Congress moved quickly and properly
to respond to the crisis facing the com-
mercial airlines with relief legislation
in September. The fallout of the at-
tacks, however, continues to be felt by
the airlines and airline employees even
after the Federal help.

Many will argue that a crisis con-
tinues in the airline industry.

All of our major airlines received aid
through the industry relief bill. The
Federal help was distributed fairly in
proportion to the carrier’s share of the
market.

American Airlines received the larg-
est share of that aid based on its com-
bined size as a result of its acquisitions
from TWA.

Unlike the other major carriers and
their employees, the American and
TWA employees faced the repercus-
sions of September 11 with the uncer-
tainty of the fact that their carriers
had not completed the combination of
operations envisioned by the AA/TWA
transaction.

With the severe disruption of the air-
line industry caused by the attacks,
the TWA employees in particular faced
an uncertain future of layoffs knowing
that there was no process in place to
fairly and reasonably integrate their
groups into the much larger American
groups.

Indeed, the potential exists for them
to suffer disproportionate job losses be-
cause there is no fair process in place.

In support of that principle of fair
treatment, I have proposed the Airline
Workers Fairness Act.

This legislation is designed to
achieve a simple yet essential pur-
pose—to provide a neutral and fair
process to integrate employee groups
of airlines involved in uncompleted
mergers and transactions. It achieves
this goal through:

A third party neutral arbitrator se-
lected by the parties to make a final
and binding decision based on the prin-
ciples of fairness and equity.

This is not a new idea, but is the
long-established process set forth by
the former Civil Aeronautics Board
some thirty years ago.

The notion of a fair and equitable se-
niority integration before a neutral ar-
bitrator has been the industry standard
for over fifty years in dozens of dif-
ferent airline mergers and acquisitions.

This bill recognizes that especially in
the midst of severe disruption in the
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airline industry, none of the interested
parties have the ability to determine a
fair and equitable resolution.

It puts the decision making out of
the realm of passion and self-interest
and into the hands of an experienced
and fair-minded professional arbi-
trator.

Finally, this bill gives both sides the
chance for a fair hearing.

We are not talking about micro-man-
aging airlines or interfering in private
contracts. The procedures this bill es-
tablishes are recognized widely as in-
dustry standard for seniority integra-
tions.

They are also needed by employees
and their families facing the loss of a
lifetime’s work.

Layoffs seem inevitable, but we can
ensure that in the midst of the severe
dislocations and upheaval in the lives
of these airlines employees that our
fundamental values were preserved,
fair treatment and a fair hearing.

I have heard from all sides on this
issue.

Both pilots unions have been on the
phone and in my office on countless oc-
casions. I have also been contacted by
the International Association of Ma-
chinists representing both flight at-
tendants and machinists.

All parties have clearly expressed to
me and my staff that they want this se-
niority integration to come to a con-
clusion. It is ultimately clear, however,
that an agreement cannot be reached
under the status quo.

A fair process is desperately needed
by thousands of hard working and dedi-
cated employees and their families who
face enormous dislocation and insecu-
rity.

I ask that we echo the words of our
Commander in Chief and our colleagues
in the Congress; in a time of crisis we
must not give up our fundamental val-
ues.

The Airlines Workers Fairness Act
preserves our fundamental value of fair
treatment during the crisis facing the
airline industry.

It says that we will not abandon that
value, rather we will recognize the
enormous sacrifices made by the work-
ers in this industry, both now and in
the past. We will give them that simple
assurance of fair treatment in the face
of the crisis and sacrifice.

We are not meddling with collective
bargaining or union politics * * * rath-
er, we are simply helping two parties
find the parameters to reach a fair and
equitable resolution.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important principle to assure fair and
adequate treatment for all airline em-
ployees.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

The Senator from Hawaii.
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, Senator

STEVENS and I are pleased to accept
this amendment and take it to con-
ference. I urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

If there is no further debate, without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 2354) was agreed
to.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORZINE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while Sen-
ators are working out some matters, I
ask unanimous consent that I may
speak for not to exceed 8 minutes on
another matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONGRATULATING SENATOR STROM THURMOND
ON HIS 99TH BIRTHDAY

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I did not
speak on the day that was the most fa-
mous of all such days, the day of Sen-
ator THURMOND’s birthday. I was busy
on appropriations matters. I did not
want to let this week go by without my
saying just a few words about Senator
THURMOND.

It was 99 years ago that STROM THUR-
MOND was born in Edgefield, SC. Nine-
ty-nine years old. What a feat, 99.
Abraham lived to be 175 years old.
Isaac lived to be 180. Jacob lived to be
147, and Joseph lived to be 110. Moses
lived to be 120. Joshua lived to be 110.
And STROM THURMOND has lived now to
be 99. What a feat. That makes him old
enough to be my big brother.

Well, when STROM THURMOND was
born on December 5, 1902, the Wright
Brothers had not yet made their his-
toric flight at Kitty Hawk. He has lived
to see men walking on the Moon. He
has lived to see American space vessels
exploring the far reaches of our galaxy.
When he was born, Theodore Roosevelt
was President of the United States.
Since then, we have had 16 more Presi-
dents.

When he was born, the Kaiser still
ruled in Germany. Since then, that
country has seen the rise and fall of
the Weimar Republic, the rise and fall
of Nazi Germany, a divided Germany,
and now a united Germany. When
STROM THURMOND was born, the Czar
still ruled in Russia. Since then, that
country has experienced the Russian
Revolution of 1917—that was the year I
was born—the Bolshevist government,
the Communist government, the Soviet
empire, and now Russia again.

Almost as intriguing has been the ex-
traordinary career of our remarkable
colleague. During the same time pe-
riod, Senator THURMOND has been a
teacher, an athletic coach, an edu-
cational administrator, a lawyer, a
State legislator, and a circuit court
judge.

Joseph wore a coat of many colors,
but STROM THURMOND has held all of
these offices, these professions, before
coming to the U.S. Senate.

He won his first elective office, coun-
ty superintendent, the same year that
Herbert Hoover won his first elective
office, 1928. STROM THURMOND was a
soldier in World War II where he took
part in the D-Day invasion of Nor-
mandy. He was a Presidential nominee
in 1948. He was Governor of his beloved
State of South Carolina from 1947 to
1951.

He has been a Democrat, Dixiecrat,
and a Republican. Most of all, he has
been and is a great American.

All of this would have been more
than enough experiences and achieve-
ments in one lifetime for most mortals,
but incredibly STROM THURMOND’s
greatest days were still ahead of him.
In 1954, he won his first election to the
U.S. Senate as a write-in candidate.
That is saying something for any man
who can win on a write-in seat in the
Senate, making him the only person in
history to be elected to the Senate as a
write-in candidate. He pledged to the
people of South Carolina that if they
elected him as a write-in candidate, he
would resign and he would run again
and win the election the old-time way.
And he did just what he promised he
would do. So now he has become the
longest serving Senator in history and
the oldest person ever to have served in
the Senate.

It is more than just longevity that
has made STROM THURMOND an extraor-
dinary Senator. As chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee and
chairman of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, he has fought for a stronger
military, to keep our country free, and
he has fought for tougher anti-crime
laws to make our streets safer. As
President pro tempore of the Senate,
he has brought dignity and style and a
southern refinement to this important
position. For these and other achieve-
ments, he has had high schools, State
and Federal buildings, as well as
streets and dams and town squares
named in his honor.

A few years ago in 1991, the Senate
designated room S–238 here in the U.S.
Capitol as the ‘‘Strom Thurmond
Room’’ in recognition of the selfless
and dedicated service he has provided
to our Nation and its people.

I remember that day, a long time
ago, when STROM THURMOND suffered
the loss of his wife. I used to see her
sitting in the galleries. I can see her
right now sitting in that first seat. We
are not supposed to call attention to
the people in the galleries, but I can re-
member having seen her sitting in that
very first seat where the gentleman is
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sitting right at this minute and watch-
ing the Senate.

I remember the day that that lady
passed away. I came to the Senate.
STROM THURMOND was sitting right
back here where Senator JOE
LIEBERMAN is sitting tonight. I walked
up to him, gripped his hand, and told
him I was sorry. And he was his spar-
tan self. He thanked me and continued
in his service.

On this his 99th birthday, I wish to
say what a privilege and an honor it
has been to have served with this re-
markable man for all of these remark-
able years, a man whom the good Lord
has blessed with this long lifetime of
service to his people. He has always
been an outstanding legislator, a
southern gentleman, and foremost, a
good friend.
Count your garden by the flowers,
Never by the leaves that fall;
Count your days by the sunny hours,
Not remembering clouds at all.

Count your nights by stars, not shadows;
Count your life by smiles, not tears;
And on this beautiful December evening,

Strom, count your age by friends, not
years.

Happy birthday, Senator. May God
always bless you.

(Applause, Senators rising.)
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, Sen-

ator BYRD is a man of character, a man
of ability, a man of dedication, and we
are all proud of him. Thank you very
much.

(Applause.)
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank all

the Senators.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this has
been a very hectic day for everyone.
Before the night passed, I wanted to
make sure everyone understood how
much we on this side of the aisle appre-
ciate the Senator from Hawaii. Senator
STEVENS today gave a very emotional
speech regarding Senator INOUYE, and
it was not appropriate after that very
emotional presentation was given by
Senator STEVENS to say anything
about Senator INOUYE. I did not want
the night to pass without everyone un-
derstanding how we feel about Senator
INOUYE. In fact, he is one of the most
revered people in the history of the
Senate. I do not know of anyone I have
ever heard who has said an unkind
word about the Senator from Hawaii,
Mr. INOUYE. Just because we were si-
lent earlier today does not negate the
strength of the feeling we have for Sen-
ator INOUYE. In the time I have served
in the Senate, there is no one I respect
or admire more than the Senator from
Hawaii, Mr. INOUYE.

The work he has done on this bill is
as exemplary as the work he has done
as a Senator.

(Applause, Senators rising.)
Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2355

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration. n

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2355.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide funding for necessary

expenses of the HUBZone program author-
ized under the Small Business Act, and for
other purposes)
At the appropriate place insert:

‘‘SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

‘‘DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT

‘‘SEC. 115. Of the amount made available
under this heading in the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2002 (Public Law 107–77), for administrative
expenses to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $5,000,000 shall be made available for
necessary expenses of the HUBZone program
as authorized by section 31 of the Small
Business Act, as amended (15 U.S.C. 657a), of
which, not more than $500,000 may be used
for the maintenance and operation of the
Procurement Marketing and Access Network
(PRO-Net). The Administrator of the Small
Business Administration shall make quar-
terly reports to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, the Committee on Small
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on Small Business of
the House of Representatives regarding all
actions taken by the Small Business Admin-
istration to address the deficiencies in the
HUBZone program, as identified by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office in report number
GAO–02–57 of October 26, 2001.’’.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this
amendment is an attempt to close a
gap that was opened as a result of the
Commerce-State-Justice appropria-
tions bill. During the consideration of
that bill, the conference committee de-
leted funding for a small but important
program known as the Hubzone pro-
gram. We enacted it in this body in 1997
with unanimous, bipartisan support to
direct Federal contracting dollars to
the Nation’s most depressed areas of
high poverty and high unemployment;
that is, in the inner cities, in the rural
areas, in the Native American commu-
nities, and in the Alaskan Native vil-
lages.

We find small firms do not normally
want to locate in these areas because
they do not have enough customer traf-
fic to buy their products, but as a re-
sult they cannot find a customer base.
In the Hubzone program, the Govern-
ment acts as a customer and it buys
about $190 billion of goods and services
each year.

This amendment does not appro-
priate new money. It simply restores
the program to be implemented using
the recommendations made in a Gen-
eral Accounting Office report. I ask the
support of my colleagues in adopting
this amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the
amendment submitted by Senator
BOND has been cleared on our side, and
on behalf of Senator STEVENS, we ac-
cept that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2355) was agreed
to.

Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the
vote by which the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

AMENDMENT NO. 2356

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, Senator CORZINE, Sen-
ator BIDEN, Senator CARPER, I have an
amendment that would assure the Na-
tion will for the next year have two
independent suppliers of antitank and
short-range missiles. Without this, we
fear the Nation will be reduced to a
single supply.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.

TORRICELLI], for himself, Mr. CORZINE, Mr.
BIDEN, and Mr. CARPER, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2356.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require a production grant of

$2,000,000 to Green Tree Chemcial Tech-
nologies in order to sustain the company
through fiscal year 2002)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . The Secretary of the Army shall,

using amounts appropriated by title II of
this division under the heading ‘‘OPERATION
AND MAINTENACE, ARMY’’, make a production
grant in the amount of $2,000,000 to Green
Tree Chemical Technologies of Parlin, New
Jersey, in order to help sustain that com-
pany through fiscal year 2002.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the
managers of the bill have studied the
amendment and we are pleased to ac-
cept it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment numbered 2356.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12656 December 7, 2001
The amendment (No. 2356) was agreed

to.
Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider

the vote by which the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. TORRICELLI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in accord-
ance with paragraph 2 of Rule VI of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, I ask
unanimous consent that I may absent
myself from the Senate for the rest of
the evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been
asked to announce by the majority
leader, after having conferred with the
minority leader, that there will be no
more rollcall votes tonight.

Mr. MCCAIN. I object.
Mr. REID. We thought we had this

cleared. I apologize.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would

like the RECORD to note that on a re-
corded vote I would have voted against
this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
RECORD so notes.

The Senator from Hawaii.
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2357, 2358, 2359, 2360, 2361, 2362,

2363, 2364, 2365, AND 2366, EN BLOC

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the managers of the bill, I am
pleased to present the following
amendments, and I ask unanimous con-
sent they be considered, voted, and
agreed to, en bloc: an amendment by
Senator NICKLES concerning the mod-
eling and simulation program; an
amendment by Senator LOTT con-
cerning the Armed Forces retirement
homes; an amendment by Senator KEN-
NEDY concerning pullover shirts for the
Marine Corps; an amendment by Sen-
ator REID regarding radar moderniza-
tion; an amendment by Senator REID
regarding the Clark County bioter-
rorism and public health laboratory; an
amendment by Senator REID regarding
the rural low bandwidth medical col-
laboration system; an amendment for
Senator WARNER concerning the crit-

ical infrastructure protection initia-
tive; an amendment for Senator LIN-
COLN concerning the Battlespace Logis-
tics Readiness and Sustainment Pro-
gram; an amendment for Senator
INOUYE concerning the Counter-
narcotics and Antiterrorism Oper-
ational Medical Support Program; an
amendment for Senator MCCONNELL di-
recting the Department of Defense to
undertake an assessment of the Chem-
ical Demilitarization Program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 2357 through
2366) were agreed to en bloc, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2357

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. . Of the funds appropriated in the
Act under the heading ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Test and Evaluation, Air Force’’ up to
$4,000,000 may be made available to extend
the modeling and re-engineering program
now being performed at the Oklahoma City
Air Logistics Center Propulsion Directorate.

AMENDMENT NO. 2358

(Purpose: To increase by $7,500,000 the
amount available for Armed Forces Retire-
ment Homes)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated

by title VI under the heading ‘‘OTHER DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS’’,
$7,500,000 may be available for Armed Forces
Retirement Homes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2359

(Purpose: To set aside Marine Corps oper-
ation and maintenance for completing the
fielding of half-zip, pullover, fleece uniform
shirts for all members of the Marine Corps,
including the Marine Corps Reserve)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated

by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Marine Corps, $2,800,000 may be used
for completing the fielding of half-zip, pull-
over, fleece uniform shirts for all members of
the Marine Corps, including the Marine
Corps Reserve.

AMENDMENT NO. 2360

(Purpose: To make available from aircraft
procurement, Air Force, $6,000,000 for 10 ra-
dars in the Air Force Radar Modernization
Program for C–130H2 aircraft (PE040115) for
aircraft of the Nevada Air National Guard
at Reno, Nevada)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title

III of this division under the heading ‘‘AIR-
CRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE’’, $6,000,000
may be available for 10 radars in the Air
Force Radar Modernization Program for C–
130H2 aircraft for aircraft of the Nevada Air
National Guard at Reno, Nevada.

AMENDMENT NO. 2361

(Purpose: To make available from research,
development, test, and evaluation, Army,
$3,000,000 for Medical Development
(PE604771N) for the Clark County, Nevada,
bioterrorism and public health laboratory)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title

IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-

TION, ARMY’’, $3,000,000 may be made avail-
able for Medical Development for the Clark
County, Nevada, bioterrorism and public
health laboratory.

AMENDMENT NO. 2362

(Purpose: To make available from research,
development, test, and evaluation, Air
Force, $1,000,000 for Agile Combat Support
(PE64617) for the Rural Low Bandwidth
Medical Collaboration System)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title

IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, AIR FORCE’’, $1,000,000 may be made
available for Agile Combat Support for Rural
Low Bandwidth Medical Collaboration Sys-
tem.

AMENDMENT NO. 2363

(Purpose: To set aside funds for the critical
infrastructure protection initiative of the
Navy)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated

by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Navy, $6,000,000 may be made avail-
able for critical infrastructure protection
initiative.

AMENDMENT NO. 2364

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. . Of the funds provided in this Act
the heading, ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,
TEST AND EVALUATION, AIR FORCE’’, $2,000,000
may be made available for Battlespace Lo-
gistics Readiness and Sustainment project in
Fayetteville, Arkansas.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2365

(Purpose: To provide funds for the Counter
Narcotics and Terrorism Operational Med-
ical Support Program)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the funds appropriated by title

VI of this division under the heading ‘‘DRUG
INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG ACTIVITIES,
DEFENSE’’, $2,400,000 may be made available
for the Counter Narcotics and Terrorism
Operational Medical Support Program at the
Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences.

AMENDMENT NO. 2366

(Purpose: To require an assessment of var-
ious alternatives to the current Army plan
for the destruction of chemical weapons)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. ll. (a) ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.—Not

later than March 15, 2002, the Secretary of
the Army shall submit to the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and House of
Representatives a report containing an as-
sessment of current risks under, and various
alternatives to, the current Army plan for
the destruction of chemical weapons.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report under sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description and assessment of the
current risks in the storage of chemical
weapons arising from potential terrorist at-
tacks.

(2) A description and assessment of the
current risks in the storage of chemical
weapons arising from storage of such weap-
ons after April 2007, the required date for dis-
posal of such weapons as stated in the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention.

(3) A description and assessment of various
options for eliminating or reducing the risks
described in paragraphs (1) and (2).
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(c) CONSIDERATIONS.—In preparing the re-

port, the Secretary shall take into account
the plan for the disassembly and neutraliza-
tion of the agents in chemical weapons as de-
scribed in Army engineering studies in 1985
and 1996, the 1991 Department of Defense
Safety Contingency Plan, and the 1993 find-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences on
disassembly and neutralization of chemical
weapons.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2367 THROUGH 2385, EN BLOC

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to present, on behalf of the
managers, the second managers’ pack-
age. I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to consider, vote on,
and agree to en bloc: an amendment for
Senator KERRY concerning operational
nuclear test monitoring; an amend-
ment for Senators KERRY and KENNEDY
concerning sensor fused weapons CBU–
97; an amendment for Senator FEIN-
STEIN concerning the Tactical Support
Center Mobile Acoustic Analysis Sys-
tem; an amendment for Senator KEN-
NEDY regarding the Air National Guard
for an information analysis network;
an amendment for Senator KENNEDY
concerning the DLAMP program; an
amendment for Senator HELMS con-
cerning the Display Performance and
Environmental Laboratory Project;
two amendments for Senator HELMS
concerning the Joint Airborne Tactical
Electronic Combat Training Program;
an amendment for Senator INOUYE con-
cerning environmental studies in the
Philippines; an amendment for Senator
WARNER concerning the burial of vet-
erans; an amendment for Senator
BURNS concerning the National Busi-
ness Center; an amendment for Senator
STEVENS concerning crewmen’s head-
sets; an amendment for Senator
MCCONNELL concerning low-cost digital
modems; an amendment for Senator
GREGG concerning multifunctional
composite materials; an amendment
for Senator SHELBY concerning the Col-
laborative Engineering Center of Ex-
cellence and the Cooperative Microsat-
ellite Experiment; an amendment for
Senator BIDEN concerning metal ma-
trix composites; an amendment for
Senator SPECTER concerning the Solid
Electrolyte Oxygen Separation Pro-
gram; an amendment for Senator
GRASSLEY that concerns unmatched
disbursements; and an amendment for
Senator VOINOVICH concerning three di-
mensional ultrasound imaging.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 2367 through
2385) were agreed to en bloc, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2367

(Purpose: To make available $12,500,000 from
research, development, test, and evalua-
tion, Defense-wide, for operational nuclear
test monitoring requirements of the Air
Force)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’ and available for the
Advanced Technology Development for Arms
Control Technology element, $7,000,000 may
be made available for the Nuclear Treaty
sub-element of such element for peer-re-
viewed seismic research to support Air Force
operational nuclear test monitoring require-
ments.

AMENDMENT NO. 2368

(Purpose: To make available $14,200,000 for
procurement for the Air Force for procure-
ment of Sensor Fused Weapons (CBU–97))
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the amount available in title III

of this division under the heading ‘‘PROCURE-
MENT OF AMMUNITIONS, AIR FORCE’’,
$10,000,000 may be available for procurement
of Sensor Fused Weapons (CBU–97).

AMENDMENT NO. 2369

(Purpose: To make available from other pro-
curement, Navy, $8,000,000 for procurement
of the Tactical Support Center, Mobile
Acoustic Analysis System)

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
III of this division under the heading ‘‘OTHER
PROCUREMENT, NAVY’’, $8,000,000 may be
made available for procurement of the Tac-
tical Support Center, Mobile Acoustic Anal-
ysis System.

AMENDMENT NO. 2370

(Purpose: To set aside funds for continuation
of the Air National Guard Information
Analysis Network (GUARDIAN))

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Air National Guard, $4,000,000 may be
used for continuation of the Air National
Guard Information Analysis Network
(GUARDIAN)).

AMENDMENT NO. 2371

(Purpose: To set aside a specified amount of
operation and maintenance, Defense-wide
funds for the DLAMP program)

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
II for operation and maintenance, Defense-
wide, $55,700,000 may be available for the De-
fense Leadership and Management Program.

AMENDMENT NO. 2372

(Purpose: To provide funding for the Display
Performance and Environment Evaluation
Laboratory Project of the Army Research
Laboratory)

At the appropriate place in division A, add
the following new section:

SEC. . Of the funds made available in Title
IV of this Act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH,
DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
ARMY’’, up to $4,000,000 may be made avail-
able for the Display Performance and Envi-
ronmental Evaluation Laboratory Project of
the Army Research Laboratory.

AMENDMENT NO. 2373

(Purpose: To expand the number of U.S.
Navy combat aircrews who can benefit
from Airborne Tactical Adversary Elec-
tronic Warfare/Electronic Attack training)

At the appropriate place in division A, add
the following new section:

SEC. . Of the funds made available in Title
II of this Act under the heading ‘‘OPERATION
AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY’’, up to $2,000,000
may be made available for the U.S. Navy to
expand the number of combat aircrews who
can benefit from outsourced Joint Airborne
Tactical Electronic Combat Training.

AMENDMENT NO. 2374

(Purpose: To expand the number of U.S. Air
Force combat aircrews who can benefit
from Airborne Tactical Adversary Elec-
tronic Warfare/Electronic Attack training)
At the appropriate place in division A, add

the following new section:
SEC. . Of the funds made available in Title

II of this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force’’, up to $2,000,000
may be made available for the U.S. Air Force
to expand the number of combat aircrews
who can benefit from outsourced Joint Air-
borne Tactical Electronic Combat Training.

AMENDMENT NO. 2375

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding environmental contamination
and health effects emanating from the
former United States military facilities in
the Philippines)
At the appropriate place, insert:

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING EN-
VIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION IN
THE PHILIPPINES.

It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) the Secretary of State, in cooperation

with the Secretary of Defense, should con-
tinue to work with the Government of the
Philippines and with appropriate non-gov-
ernmental organizations in the United
States and the Philippines to fully identify
and share all relevant information con-
cerning environmental contamination and
health effects emanating from former United
States military facilities in the Philippines
following the departure of the United States
military forces from the Philippines in 1992;

(2) the United States and the Government
of the Philippines should continue to build
upon the agreements outlined in the Joint
Statement by the United States and the Re-
public of the Philippines on a Framework for
Bilateral Cooperation in the Environment
and Public Health, signed on July 27, 2000;
and

(3) Congress should encourage an objective
non-governmental study, which would exam-
ine environmental contamination and health
effects emanating from former United States
military facilities in the Philippines, fol-
lowing the departure of United States mili-
tary forces from the Philippines in 1992.

AMENDMENT NO. 2376

(Purpose: To authorize the burial in Arling-
ton National Cemetery of any former Re-
servist who died in the September 11, 2001,
terrorist attacks and would have been eli-
gible for burial in Arlington National Cem-
etery but for age at time of death)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. (a) AUTHORITY FOR BURIAL OF

CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS AT ARLINGTON NA-
TIONAL CEMETERY.—The Secretary of the
Army shall authorize the burial in a separate
gravesite at Arlington National Cemetery,
Virginia, of any individual who—

(1) died as a direct result of the terrorist
attacks on the United States on September
11, 2001; and

(2) would have been eligible for burial in
Arlington National Cemetery by reason of
service in a reserve component of the Armed
Forces but for the fact that such individual
was less than 60 years of age at the time of
death.
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(b) ELIGIBILITY OF SURVIVING SPOUSE.—The

surviving spouse of an individual buried in a
gravesite in Arlington National Cemetery
under the authority provided under sub-
section (a) shall be eligible for burial in the
gravesite of the individual to the same ex-
tent as the surviving spouse of any other in-
dividual buried in Arlington National Ceme-
tery is eligible for burial in the gravesite of
such other individual.

AMENDMENT NO. 2377

(Purpose: To provided for the retention of
certain contracting authorities by the De-
partment of the Interior’s National Busi-
ness Center)

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following:

‘‘SEC. . In fiscal year 2002, the Depart-
ment of the Interior National Business Cen-
ter may continue to enter into grants, coop-
erative agreements, and other transactions,
under the Defense Conversion, Reinvest-
ment, and Transition Assistance Act of 1992,
and other related legislation.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2378

(Purpose: To set aside funds for the Product
Improved Combat Vehicle Crewman’s
Headset)

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

Of the total amount appropriated by this
division for other procurement, Army,
$9,000,000 may be available for the ‘‘Product
Improved Combat Vehicle Crewman’s Head-
set.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2379

(Purpose: To set aside funds to be used to
support development and testing of new de-
signs of low cost digital modems for wide-
band common data link)

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the funds appropriated by this
division for research, development, test and
evaluation, Navy, up to $4,000,000 may be
used to support development and testing of
new designs of low cost digital modems for
Wideband Common Data Link.

AMENDMENT NO. 2380

(Purpose: To set aside Army RDT&E funds
for research and development of key ena-
bling technologies for producing low cost,
improved performance, reduced signature,
multifunctional composite materials)

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
this division for the Army for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, $2,000,000
may be available for research and develop-
ment of key enabling technologies (such as
filament winding, braiding, contour weaving,
and dry powder resin towpregs fabrication)
for producing low cost, improved perform-
ance, reduced signature, multifunctional
composite materials.

AMENDMENT NO. 2381

(Purpose: To set aside Army RDT&E funding
for certain programs)

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
under title IV for research, development,
test and evaluation, Army, $2,000,000 may be
available for the Collaborative Engineering
Center of Excellence, $3,000,000 may be avail-
able for the Battlefield Ordnance Awareness,
and $4,000,000 may be available for the Coop-
erative Microsatellite Experiment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2382

(Purpose: To make available from research,
development, test, and evaluation, Army,
$5,000,000 to develop high-performance
81mm and 120mm mortar systems that use
metal matrix composites to substantially
reduce the weight of such system)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title

IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT. TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, ARMY’’ that is available for Munitions
$5,000,000 may be available to develop high-
performance 81mm and 120mm mortar sys-
tems that use metal matrix composites to
substantially reduce the weight of such sys-
tems.

AMENDMENT NO. 2383

(Purpose: To set aside Air Force RDT&E
funds for human effectiveness applied re-
search (PE 602202F) for continuing develop-
ment under the solid electrolyte oxygen
separation program of the Air Force)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated

by title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, Air Force,
up to $6,000,000 may be used for human effec-
tiveness applied research for continuing de-
velopment under the solid electrolyte oxy-
gen separation program of the Air Force.

AMENDMENT NO. 2384

(Purpose: To continue to apply in fiscal year
2002 a requirement (in an appropriations
Act for the Department of Defense for a
previous fiscal year) for matching each
DOD disbursement in excess of $500,000 to a
particular obligation before the disburse-
ment is made)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Section 8106 of the Department of

Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I
through VIII of the matter under subsection
101(b) of Public Law 104–208; 110 Stat. 3009–
111, 10 U.S.C. 113 note) shall continue in ef-
fect to apply to disbursements that are made
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year
2002.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this
is my annual Defense Department ac-
counting amendment.

I call it my accounting 101 amend-
ment.

I call it accounting 101 because it
calls on DOD to apply one of the most
elementary accounting procedures in
existence.

It request that DOD match disburse-
ments with obligations before making
payments.

Accountants and bookkeepers have
been using this procedure since the be-
ginning of time. It is an important in-
ternal control check. But it is simple
and effective. Most people do it when
they reconcile their monthly credit
card bills.

Before a bill is approved for payment,
someone has to check to make sure
that the item in question was, in fact,
ordered and received; and it can be lo-
cated in the warehouse or elsewhere. It
is a way of detecting and deterring
theft and fraud. Today, it can be done
electronically with computers.

For unexplained reasons in the past,
DOD has not followed this simple pro-

cedure. DOD likes to pay the bill first
and at some later date—maybe a year
or two later—try to match the pay-
ment with a bill. In the Pentagon, they
call it ‘‘pay and chase.’’ In many cases,
the bill is never found.

Pay and chase is one big reason why
DOD piled up $50 billion in unmatched
disbursements in the 1990’s.

Sloppy bookkeeping leaves DOD’s fi-
nancial resources vulnerable to fraud
and abuse.

Earlier this year, the very distin-
guished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, Senator BYRD, raised
a series of very troublesome questions
about DOD accounting practices. He
did it at a hearing before the Armed
Services Committee on January on Mr.
Rumsfeld’s nomination.

Senator BYRD said and I quote: ‘‘The
Pentagon’s books are in such utter dis-
array that no one knows what Amer-
ica’s military actually owns or
spends.’’

Senator BYRD also said and I quote:
‘‘The Department of Defense’s own
auditors say the department cannot ac-
count for $2.3 trillion in transactions in
one year alone.’’

The failure to match disbursements
with obligations is a big driver behind
the problem identified by Senator
BYRD.

Senator BYRD’s inquiry set off a
firestorm at the Pentagon. It became a
catalyst for change. Secretary Rums-
feld and his team are now committed
to reform.

As a former chief executive officer
with a large corporation, Mr. Rumsfeld
understands that he must have accu-
rate, up-to-date information at his fin-
gertips.

He knows that he can’t make good
decisions with lousy information. But
that’s all he gets right now—lousy fi-
nancial information.

Secretary Rumsfeld knows that fi-
nancial reform is mandatory.

This year I have had the privilege of
working with the very distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Senator BYRD, to solve this
problem.

Our financial reform initiative was
accepted by the committee and is now
part of the Fiscal Year 2002 Defense au-
thorization bill.

Secretary Rumsfeld’s initiatives and
the provisions in the Defense author-
ization bill are part of a long-term ef-
fort.

It may take four years or more be-
fore the new systems are up and run-
ning and producing reliable financial
information.

The amendment that I offer today is
a short-term, stopgap measure. It will
help to maintain pressure and dis-
cipline in accounting before the new
systems can kick in to action.

Mr. President, the policy embodied in
this amendment has been incorporated
in the last seven appropriations acts—
fiscal years 1995 through 2001.

Under current law, Section 8137 of
the act for Fiscal Year 2001, the match-
ing threshold is set at $500,000.00.
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By a unanimous vote taken on June

9, 2000, the Senate agreed to keep the
threshold at the $500,000.00 level.

Both the General Accounting Office
and the inspector general believe that
this policy is helping the department
avoid ‘‘problem disbursements’’ and
other related accounting problems.

Secretary Rumsfeld has made a firm
commitment to ‘‘clean up’’ the books
and bring some financial management
reform to the process at the Pentagon.

Mr. President, that’s half of the bat-
tle right there—the will to do it. And
the will is there.

Having that kind of attitude at the
top gives me a high level of confidence.
Maybe we can get the job done this
time.

Since Secretary Rumsfeld’s proposed
reforms are still in the development
phase and may be several years down
the road, I am recommending that the
matching threshold be maintained at
the current level of $5,000,000.00.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2385

(Purpose: To set aside Army RDT&E funds
for the Three-Dimensional Ultrasound Im-
aging Initiative II)

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
IV of this division for the Army for research,
development, test, and evaluation, $5,000,000
may be available for the Three-Dimensional
Ultrasound Imaging Initiative II.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2386 THROUGH 2395, EN BLOC

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if may I
continue with the managers’ package,
on behalf of the managers of the bill, I
am pleased to offer the following
amendments, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to con-
sider, vote on, and agree to, en bloc: an
amendment for Senator KERRY on solid
dye laser technology; an amendment
for Senator FEINSTEIN on Shortstop
Electronic Protection System; an
amendment for Senator FEINSTEIN on
Broad Area Maritime Surveillance Pro-
gram; an amendment for Senator
LUGAR, Increase Former SU Threat Re-
duction (FSUTR); an amendment for
Senator LOTT, initiative; an amend-
ment for Senator LOTT on military per-
sonnel research; an amendment for
Senator LOTT on C–130 Roadmap; an
amendment for Senator HELMS on
LOGTECH; an amendment for Senator
LOTT on LDH–9; an amendment for
Senator COLLINS on the Striker ad-
vanced lightweight grenade launcher.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 2386 through
2395) were agreed to, en bloc, as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2386

(Purpose: To make available from research,
development, test, and evaluation, Army,
$5,000,000 for the Surveillance Denial Solid
Dye Laser Technology program of the
Aviation and Missile Research, Develop-
ment and Engineering Center of the Army)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount available in title

IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, ARMY’’ that is available for missile
technology, $5,000,000 may be available for
the Surveillance Denial Solid Dye Laser
Technology program of the Aviation and
Missile Research, Development and Engi-
neering Center of the Army.

AMENDMENT NO. 2387

(Purpose: To make available from other pro-
curement, Army, $10,000,000 for procure-
ment of Shortstop Electronic Protection
Systems for critical force protection)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title

III of this division under the heading ‘‘OTHER
PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’, $10,000,000 may be
made available for procurement of Shortstop
Electronic Protection Systems for critical
force protection.

AMENDMENT NO. 2388

(Purpose: To make available from research,
development, test, and evaluation, Navy,
$20,000,000 for the Broad Area Maritime
Surveillance program)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by

title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, NAVY’’, $5,000,000 may be made avail-
able for the Broad Area Maritime Surveil-
lance program.

AMENDMENT NO. 2389

(Purpose: To increase by $46,000,000 the
amount available for former Soviet Union
threat reduction and to provide an offset)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. . (a) INCREASE IN AMOUNT AVAILABLE

FOR FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUC-
TION.—The amount appropriated by title II of
this division under the heading ‘‘FORMER SO-
VIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION’’ is hereby in-
creased by $46,00,000.

(b) Offset.—The amount appropriated by
title II of this division under the heading
‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-
WIDE’’ is hereby decreased by $46,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 2390

(Purpose: To provide funding for a
Processible Rigid-Rod Polymeric Material
Supplier Initiative under title III of the
Defense Production Act of 1950)
On page 223, line 23, insert before the pe-

riod ‘‘, of which, $3,000,000 may be used for a
Processible Rigid-Rod Polymeric Material
Supplier Initiative under title III of the De-
fense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App.
2091 et seq.) to develop affordable production
methods and a domestic supplier for military
and commercial processible rigid-rod mate-
rials’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2391

(Purpose: To increase by $2,000,000 the
amount available for Military Personnel
Research (PE61103D))
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH,
DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE WIDE’’, $2,000,000 may be made
available for Military Personnel Research.

AMENDMENT NO. 2392

(Purpose: To express the support of the Sen-
ate for the Air Force’s long-range beddown
plan for the C–130J fleet)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . Provided, That the funds appro-

priated by this act for C–130J aircraft shall
be used to support the Air Force’s long-range
plan called the ‘‘C–130 Roadmap’’ to assist in
the planning, budgeting, and beddown of the
C–130J fleet. The ‘‘C–130 Roadmap’’ gives
consideration to the needs of the service, the
condition of the aircraft to be replaced, and
the requirement to properly phase facilities
to determine the best C–130J aircraft bed-
down sequence.

AMENDMENT NO. 2393

(Purpose: To provide funding for the U.S.
Army Materiel Command’s Logistics and
Technology Project (LOGTECH))
At the appropriate place in the bill, add

the following new section:
SEC. . Of the funds made available in Title

II of this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army’’, $2,550,000 may be
available for the U.S. Army Materiel Com-
mand’s Logistics and Technology Project
(LOGTECH).

AMENDMENT NO. 2394

(Purpose: To increase by $5,000,000 the
amount available for the planning and de-
sign for evolutionary improvements for the
next LHD-type Amphibious Assault Ship
(PE603564N))
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated

by title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH,
DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
NAVY’’, $5,000,000 is available for the plan-
ning and design for evolutionary improve-
ments for the next LHD-type Amphibious
Assault Ship.

AMENDMENT NO. 2395

(Purpose: To set aside $5,000,000 of Procure-
ment, Defense-Wide funds for low-rate ini-
tial production of the Striker advanced
lightweight grenade launcher
(ALGL1160444BBB), and $1,000,000 of
RDT&E, Navy funds for the Warfighting
Laboratory for delivery and evaluation of
prototype units of the Striker ALGL (PE
0603640M))
On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
SEC. 8135. (a) Of the total amount appro-

priated by title III of this division for pro-
curement, Defense-Wide, up to $5,000,000 may
be made available for low-rate initial pro-
duction of the Striker advanced lightweight
grenade launcher.

(b) Of the total amount appropriated by
title IV of this division for research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation, Navy, up to
$1,000,000 may be made available for the
Warfighting Laboratory for delivery and
evaluation of prototype units of the Striker
advanced lightweight grenade launcher.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2396 THROUGH 2405, EN BLOC

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
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proceed to consider, vote on, and agree
to the following amendments on behalf
of the managers, en bloc: an amend-
ment for Senator COLLINS on Smart
Maps initiative; an amendment for
Senator COLLINS on chemical and bio-
logical agents sensors; an amendment
for Senator LANDRIEU on Army Nutri-
tion Program; an amendment for Sen-
ator LANDRIEU on Partnership for
Peace; an amendment for Senator
THOMPSON on communicator system for
Army National Guard; an amendment
for Senator DORGAN on miniaturized
wireless system; an amendment for
Senator HARKIN on Consolidated Inter-
active Virtual Information Center of
the National Guard; an amendment for
Senator REED on Navy warfighting ex-
perimentation and demonstration for
high-speed vessels; another amendment
for Senator REED on Impact Aid for
children with severe disabilities; and
an amendment for Senators BIDEN and
CARPER on worker safety demonstra-
tion programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 2396 through
2405) were agreed to en bloc, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2396

(Purpose: To set aside $4,000,000 of RDT&E,
Defense-Wide funds for the Intelligent Spa-
tial Technologies for Smart Maps Initia-
tive of the National Imagery and Mapping
Agency (PE 0305102BQ))
On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated

by title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test and evaluation, Defense-
Wide, up to $4,000,000 may be made available
for the Intelligent Spatial Technologies for
Smart Maps Initiative of the National Im-
agery and Mapping Agency.

AMENDMENT NO. 2397

(Purpose: To set aside $5,000,000 of research,
development, test, and evaluation, De-
fense-Wide funds for further development
of light weight sensors of chemical and bio-
logical agents using fluorescence-based de-
tection (PE 0602384BP))
On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated

by title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test and evaluation, Defense-
Wide, $5,000,000 may be available for further
development of light weight sensors of chem-
ical and biological agents using fluorescence-
based detection.

AMENDMENT NO. 2398

(Purpose: To authorize the availability of
$2,500,000 for the Army Nutrition Project)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title

IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, ARMY’’ $2,500,000 may be made available
for the Army Nutrition Project.

AMENDMENT NO. 2399

(Purpose: To authorize the availability of an
additional $2,000,000 for the Partnership for
Peach (PFP) Information Management
System)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title IV of this division under the heading

‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, $2,000,000 may be
made available for the Partnership for Peace
(PFP) Information Management System.
Any amount made available for the Partner-
ship for Peace Information Management Sys-
tem under this section is in addition to other
amounts available for the Partnership for
Peace Information Management System
under this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 2400

(Purpose: To make available $4,892,000 for the
Communicator Automated Emergency No-
tification System of the Army National
Guard)

At the end of title VII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’, $4,892,000 may
be used for the Communicator Automated
Emergency Notification System of the Army
National Guard.

AMENDMENT NO. 2401

(Purpose: To provide funds for a
miniaturized wireless system)

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following:

SEC. . Of the funds provided for Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation in this
bill, the Secretary of Defense may use
$10,000,000 to initiate a university-industry
program to utilize advances in 3-dimensional
chip scale packaging (CSP) and high tem-
perature superconducting (HTS) transceiver
performance, to reduce the size, weight,
power consumption, and cost of advanced
military wireless communications systems
for covert military and intelligence oper-
ations, especially HUMINT.

AMENDMENT NO. 2402

(Purpose: To make available $5,000,000 for the
Consolidated Interactive Virtual Informa-
tion Center for the National Guard)

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) FUNDING FOR NATIONAL GUARD
CONSOLIDATED INTERACTIVE VIRTUAL INFOR-
MATION CENTER.—Of the amount appro-
priated by title II of this division under the
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air
National Guard,’’ $5,000,000 may be available
for the Consolidated Interactive Virtual In-
formation Center for the National Guard.

(b) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—The
amount available under subsection (a) for
the Consolidated Interactive Virtual Infor-
mation Center of the National Guard is in
addition to any other amounts available
under this Act for the Consolidated Inter-
active Virtual Information Center.

AMENDMENT NO. 2403

(Purpose: To make available $1,200,000 for
concept development and composite con-
struction of high speed vessels currently
implemented by the Navy Warfare Devel-
opment Command)

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, NAVY’’ and available for Navy Space
and Electronic Warfare (SEW) Architecture/
Engine, $1,200,000 may be made available for
concept development and composite con-
struction of high speed vessels currently im-
plemented by the Navy Warfare Develop-
ment Command.

AMENDMENT NO. 2404

(Purpose: To set aside operation and mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide funds for impact aid
for children with severe disabilities)
On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated

by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide, $5,000,000 may be avail-
able for payments under section 363 of the
Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (as enacted into
law by Public Law 106–396; 114 Stat. 1654A–
77).

AMENDMENT NO. 2405

(Purpose: To make funds available to en-
hance the worker safety demonstration
programs of the military departments)
At the appropriate place in division A, in-

sert the following:
SEC. ll. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes

the following findings:
(1) The military departments have recently

initiated worker safety demonstration pro-
grams.

(2) These programs are intended to improve
the working conditions of Department of De-
fense personnel and save money.

(3) These programs are in the public inter-
est, and the enhancement of these programs
will lead to desirable results for the military
departments.

(b) FUNDS FOR ENHANCEMENT OF ARMY PRO-
GRAM.—Of the amount appropriated by title
II of this division under the heading ‘‘OPER-
ATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY’’, $3,300,000
may be available to enhance the Worker
Safety Demonstration Program of the Army.

(c) FUNDS FOR ENHANCEMENT OF NAVY PRO-
GRAM.—Of the amount appropriated by title
II of this division under the heading ‘‘OPER-
ATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY’’, $3,300,000
may be available to enhance the Worker
Safety Demonstration Program of the Navy.

(d) FUNDS FOR ENHANCEMENT OF AIR FORCE
PROGRAM.—Of the amount appropriated by
title II of this division under the heading
‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE’’,
$3,300,000 may be available to enhance the
Worker Safety Demonstration Program of
the Air Force.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2406 THROUGH 2414, EN BLOC

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if I may
proceed further, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to con-
sider, vote on, and agree to, en bloc: an
amendment for Senator CARNAHAN on
Rosecrans Memorial Airport; an
amendment for Senator NELSON of
Florida on the Center for Advanced
Power Systems; an amendment for
Senator DEWINE on collaborative tech-
nology clusters; an amendment for
Senator CLELAND on Army live fire
ranges; an amendment for Senator
CLELAND on Aging Aircraft Program;
an amendment for Senator SNOWE on
Navy Pilot Human Resources Call Cen-
ter; an amendment for Senator SNOWE
on compact kinetic energy missile; an
amendment for Senator CLELAND on
engineering control and surveillance
systems; and an amendment for Sen-
ator BUNNING on Navy Medical Re-
search Center.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The amendments (Nos. 2406 through

2414) were agreed to en bloc, as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 2406

(Purpose: To set aside Air National Guard
operation and maintenance funds for cer-
tain replacement and repair projects for fa-
cilities used by the Air National Guard at
Rosecrans Memorial Airport, St. Joseph,
Missouri)

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Air National Guard, $435,000 may be
available (subject to section 2805(c) of title
10, United States Code) for the replacement
of deteriorating gas lines, mains, valves, and
fittings at the Air National Guard facility at
Rosecrans Memorial Airport, St. Joseph,
Missouri, and (subject to section 2811 of title
10, United States Code) for the repair of the
roof of the Aerial Port Facility at that air-
port.

AMENDMENT NO. 2407

At the appropriate place in Division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated in title
IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY’’, $7,000,000 may be
made available for the Center for Advanced
Power Systems.

AMENDMENT NO. 2408

(Purpose: To set aside Air Force RDT&E
funds to complete the research and devel-
opment tasks under the Collaborative
Technology Clusters program of the Air
Force Research Laboratory)

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division for the Air Force for
research, development, test, and evaluation,
$3,500,000 may be available for the Collabo-
rative Technology Clusters program.

AMENDMENT NO. 2409

(Purpose: To make available $7,000,000 for
Army live fire ranges)

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’, $7,000,000 may
be available for Army live fire ranges.

AMENDMENT NO. 2410

(Purpose: To make available $3,900,000 for the
aging aircraft program of the Air Force)

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title II of this division under the heading
‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE’’,
$3,900,000 may be available for the aging air-
craft program of the Air Force.

AMENDMENT NO. 2411

(Purpose: To set aside Navy operation and
maintenance funds for the Navy Pilot
Human Resources Call Center, Cutler,
Maine (Civilian Manpower and Personnel
Management, BLN 480))

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
in title II of this division for operation and
maintenance, Navy, for civilian manpower
and personnel management, $1,500,000 may be
used for the Navy Pilot Human Resources
Call Center, Cutler, Maine.

AMENDMENT NO. 2412

(Purpose: To set aside Army RDT&E funds
for Compact Kinetic Energy Missile Iner-
tial Future Missile Technology Integration
(PE 0602303A, BLN 10))
On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated

in title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test and evaluation, Army,
$5,000,000 may be used for Compact Kinetic
Energy Missile Inertial Future Missile Tech-
nology Integration.

AMENDMENT NO. 2413

(Purpose: To make available $1,600,000 for the
Navy for Engineering Control and Surveil-
lance Systems)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title III of this division under the heading
‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY’’, $1,600,000 may
be available for the Navy for Engineering
Control and Surveillance Systems.

AMENDMENT NO. 2414

(Purpose: To provide $5,000,000 for a program
at the Naval Medical Research Center
(NMRC) to treat victims of radiation expo-
sure (PE0604771N)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, NAVY’’, $5,000,000 may made be avail-
able for a program at the Naval Medical Re-
search Center (NMRC) to treat victims of ra-
diation exposure.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2415 THROUGH 2425, EN BLOC

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if I may
proceed further, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to con-
sider, vote on, and agree to, en bloc: an
amendment for Senator LANDRIEU, Gulf
States Initiative; an amendment for
Senator COLLINS, laser fabricated steel
reinforcement for ship construction; an
amendment for Senator DODD on report
on progress of CTR to India, Pakistan;
an amendment for Senator DODD on the
M4 carbine; an amendment for Senator
DODD on the AN/AVR–2A; an amend-
ment for Senator DODD on the F–16 bat-
teries; an amendment for Senator DODD
on the four hushkits for C–9; an amend-
ment for Senator SARBANES on Oper-
ating Room of the Future; an amend-
ment for Senator TORRICELLI on Coali-
tion for Advanced Biomaterials; an
amendment for Senator TORRICELLI on
advanced digital recorders for P–3; and
an amendment for Senator BINGAMAN
on Big Crow, Defense Systems Evalua-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 2415 through
2425) were agreed to en bloc, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2415

(Purpose: To make available $10,000,000 for
the Gulf States Initiative)

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, $10,000,000 may be
available for the Gulf States Initiative.

AMENDMENT NO. 2416

(Purpose: To set aside $4,300,000 of Research,
Development, Test, and Evaluation, Navy
funds for the demonstration and validation
of laser fabricated steel reinforcement for
ship construction (PE 0603123N))
On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated

by title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, Navy,
$4,000,000 may be available for the dem-
onstration and validation of laser fabricated
steel reinforcement for ship construction.

AMENDMENT NO. 2417

(Purpose: To require a report on progress to-
ward implementation of comprehensive nu-
clear threat reduction programs to safe-
guard Pakistani and Indian missile nuclear
stockpiles and technology)
At the appropriate place in the Committee

amendment, insert the following new sec-
tion:
SEC. ll. REPORT ON PROGRESS TOWARD IM-

PLEMENTATION OF COMPREHEN-
SIVE NUCLEAR THREAT REDUCTION
PROGRAMS TO SAFEGUARD PAKI-
STANI AND INDIAN MISSILE NU-
CLEAR STOCKPILES AND TECH-
NOLOGY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Since 1991 the Nunn-Lugar cooperative
threat reduction initiative with the Russian
Federation has sought to address the threat
posed by Soviet-era stockpiles of nuclear,
chemical, and biological weapons-grade ma-
terials being illicitly acquired by terrorist
organizations or rogue states.

(2) India and Pakistan have acquired or de-
veloped independently nuclear materials,
detonation devices, warheads, and delivery
systems as part of their nuclear weapons
programs.

(3) Neither India nor Pakistan is currently
a signatory of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty or the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty or an active participant in the United Na-
tions Conference of Disarmament, nor do
these countries voluntarily submit to inter-
national inspections of their nuclear facili-
ties.

(4) Since the commencement of the mili-
tary campaign against the Taliban regime
and the al-Qaeda terrorist network in Af-
ghanistan, Pakistan has taken additional
steps to secure its nuclear assets from theft
by members of al-Qaeda or other terrorists
sympathetic to Osama bin Laden or the
Taliban.

(5) Self-policing of nuclear materials and
sensitive technologies by Indian and Paki-
stani authorities without up-to-date Western
technology and expertise in the nuclear secu-
rity area is unlikely to prevent determined
terrorists or sympathizers from gaining ac-
cess to such stockpiles over the long term.

(6) The United States has a significant na-
tional security interest in cooperating with
India and Pakistan in order to ensure that
effective nuclear threat reduction programs
and policies are being pursued by the govern-
ments of those two countries.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Defense, in cooperation with the
Secretaries of State and Energy, shall sub-
mit a report to Congress describing the steps
that have been taken to develop cooperative
threat reduction programs with India and
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Pakistan. Such report shall include rec-
ommendations for changes in any provision
of existing law that is currently an impedi-
ment to the full establishment of such pro-
grams, a timetable for implementation of
such programs, and an estimated five-year
budget that will be required to fully fund
such programs.

AMENDMENT NO. 2418

(Purpose: To make available $5,000,000 for the
Marine Corps for M–4 Carbine, Modular
Weapon Systems)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title III of this division under the heading
‘‘PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS’’, $5,000,000
may be available for M–4 Carbine, Modular
Weapon Systems.

AMENDMENT NO. 2419
(Purpose: To make available $7,500,000 for the

Army for AN/AVR–2A laser detecting sets)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title III of this division under the heading
‘‘AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’, $7,500,000
may be available for AN/AVR–2A laser de-
tecting sets.

AMENDMENT NO. 2420

(Purpose: To make available $2,500,000 for the
Air Force for Industrial Preparedness
(PE0708011F) for continuing development of
the nickel-metal hydride replacement bat-
tery for F–16 aircraft)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, AIR FORCE’’, $2,500,000 may be available
for Industrial Preparedness (PE0708011F) for
continuing development of the nickel-metal
hydride replacement battery for F–16 air-
craft.

AMENDMENT NO. 2421

(Purpose: To make available $8,960,000 for the
Navy for four Hushkit noise inhibitors for
C–9 aircraft)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title III under the heading ‘‘AIRCRAFT PRO-
CUREMENT, NAVY’’, $8,960,000 may be avail-
able for the Navy for four Hushkit noise in-
hibitors for C–9 aircraft.

AMENDMENT NO. 2422

(Purpose: To make available $5,000,000 for the
development of the Operating Room of the
Future, an applied technology test bed at
the University of Maryland Medical Center
in collaboration with the Telemedicine and
Advanced Technology Research Center of
the Army)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title VI of this division under the heading
‘‘DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM’’, $5,000,000 may
be available for the Army for the develop-
ment of the Operating Room of the Future,
an applied technology test bed at the Univer-
sity of Maryland Medical Center.

AMENDMENT NO. 2423

(Purpose: To make available $5,700,000 for the
Army for the Coalition for Advanced Bio-
materials Technologies and Therapies
(CABTT) program to maximize far-forward
treatment and for the accelerated return
to duty of combat casualties)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT, TESTT AND EVAL-
UATION, ARMY’’, $5,700,000 may be made avail-
able for the Coalition for Advanced Biomate-
rials Technologies and Therapies (CABTT)
program to maximize far-forward treatment
and for the accelerated return to duty of
combat casualties.

AMENDMENT NO. 2424

(Purpose: To make available $9,800,000 for the
Navy for Advanced Digital Recorders and
Digital Recorder Producers for P–3 air-
craft)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by

title III of this division under the heading
‘‘AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY’’, $9,800,000
may be available only for Advanced Digital
Recorders and Digital Recorder Producers
for P–3 aircraft.

AMENDMENT NO. 2425

(Purpose: To make funds available for Big
Crow (PE605118D))

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) FUNDING FOR CERTAIN PRO-
GRAMS AND PROJECTS.—From amounts appro-
priated by this division, amounts may here-
by be made available as follows:

(1) $8,000,000 for Big Crow (PE605118D).

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2426 THROUGH 2438, EN BLOC

Mr. INOUYE. And finally, Mr.
President——

Mr. STEVENS. No. Two more.
Mr. INOUYE. For the managers of

the bill, I ask unanimous consent the
Senate proceed to consider, vote on,
and agree to, en bloc: an amendment
for Senator COCHRAN, domed housing
units on the Marshall Islands; an
amendment for Senator RICK
SANTORUM, National Tissue Engineer-
ing Center; an amendment for Senator
SANTORUM, M107 HE 155 millimeter; an
amendment for Senator SANTORUM on
Integrated Medical Information Tech
System; an amendment for Senator
SANTORUM on modular helmet; an
amendment for Senator SANTORUM on
information operations; an amendment
for Senator KENNEDY on NULKA; an
amendment for Senator HARKIN on
health protection of workers at Iowa
AAP; an amendment for Senator SHEL-
BY on low-cost launch vehicle tech-
nology; an amendment for Senator
BUNNING on study of the Army trainee
barracks; an amendment for Senator
HUTCHINSON on pilot program for effi-
cient inventory management; an
amendment for Senator MCCAIN, strike
Section 902 of Division B for funding
certain military construction projects;
and an amendment for Senator
STABENOW on advanced safety tether
operations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 2426 through
2438) were agreed to en bloc, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2426

(Purpose: To provide for the acquisition, in-
stallation, and maintenance of domed
housing units on the Marshall Islands)

At the end of title VIII of this division, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) FUNDING FOR DOMED HOUSING
UNITS ON MARSHALL ISLANDS.—From within
amounts appropriated by title IV of this di-
vision under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
ARMY’’ the Commanding General of the
Army Space and Missile Defense Command
may acquire, and maintain domed housing
units for military personnel on Kwajalein
Atoll and other islands and locations in sup-
port of the mission of the command.

AMENDMENT NO. 2427

(Purpose: To set aside for medical tech-
nology, National Tissue Engineering Cen-
ter $4,000,000 of the amount provided for
Army, research, development, test and
evaluation)

Of the funds made available in title IV of
the act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’
$4,000,000 may be available for a national tis-
sue engineering center.

AMENDMENT NO. 2428

(Purpose: To set aside for artillery projec-
tiles, M107, HE, 155mm, $5,000,000 of the
amount provided for Army, Ammunition
Procurement)

Of the funds in Title III for Ammunition
Procurement, Army, $5,000,000 may be avail-
able for M107, HE, 155mm.

AMENDMENT NO. 2429

(Purpose: To set aside for Agile Combat Sup-
port, Integrated Medical Information
Technology System (PE 604617) $1,000,000 of
the amount for Air Force, research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation)

Of the funds in Title IV for Research, De-
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Air Force,
$1,000,000 may be available for Integrated
Medical Information Technology System.

AMENDMENT NO. 2430

(Purpose: To set aside for Air Crew Systems
Development, Modular Helmet Develop-
ment (PE 604264N) $3,000,000 of the amount
for the Navy for research, development,
test and evaluation)

Of the funds authorized in Title IV for ap-
propriation for Research, Development, Test
and Evaluation, Navy, $3,000,000 may be
available for modular helmet.

AMENDMENT NO. 2431

(Purpose: To set aside for land forces readi-
ness-information operations sustainment
(PE 19640) $5,000,000 of the amount provided
for the Army Reserve for operations and
maintenance)

Of the funds available in Title II for Oper-
ation & Maintenance, Army Reserve,
$5,000,000 may be available for land forces
readiness-information operations.

AMENDMENT NO. 2432

(Purpose: To set aside $10,000,000 of other
procurement, Navy funds for the NULKA
decoy procurement)

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by title III of this division for other procure-
ment, Navy, $10,000,000 may be available for
the NULKA decoy procurement.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2433

(Purpose: To facilitate the protection of the
health of current and former workers at
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant)

At the end of title VIII of division A, insert
the following:

SEC. ll. (a) * * *.—Section 1078(b) of the
Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (as enacted by
Public Law 106–398; 114 Stat. 1654A–283) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, or its
contractors or subcontractors,’’ after ‘‘De-
partment of Defense’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘stored,
assembled, disassembled, or maintained’’ and
inserting ‘‘manufactured, assembled, or dis-
assembled’’.

(b) DETERMINATION OF EXPOSURES AT
IAAP.—The Secretary of Defense shall take
appropriate actions to determine the nature
and extent of the exposure of current and
former employees at the Army facility at the
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant, including
contractor and subcontractor employees at
the facility, to radioactive or other haz-
ardous substances at the facility, including
possible pathways for the exposure of such
employees to such substances.

(c) NOTIFICATION OF EMPLOYEES REGARDING
EXPOSURE.—(1) The Secretary shall take ap-
propriate actions to—

(A) identify current and former employees
at the facility referred to in subsection (b),
including contractor and subcontractor em-
ployees at the facility; and

(B) notify such employees of known or pos-
sible exposures to radioactive or other haz-
ardous substances at the facility.

(2) Notice under paragraph (1)(B) shall
include—

(A) information on the discussion of expo-
sures covered by such notice with health
care providers and other appropriate persons
who do not hold a security clearance; and

(B) if necessary, appropriate guidance on
contacting health care providers and offi-
cials involved with cleanup of the facility
who hold an appropriate security clearance.

(3) Notice under paragraph (1)(B) shall be
by mail or other appropriate means, as de-
termined by the Secretary.

(d) DEADLINE FOR ACTIONS.—The Secretary
shall complete the actions required by sub-
sections (b) and (c) not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit to the congressional
defense committees a report setting forth
the results of the actions undertaken by the
Secretary under this section, including any
determinations under subsection (b), the
number of workers identified under sub-
section (c)(1)(A), the content of the notice to
such workers under subsection (c)(1)(B), and
the status of progress on the provision of the
notice to such workers under subsection
(c)(1)(B).

AMENDMENT NO. 2434

(Purpose: To add funding for Air Force
RDT&E for Low Cost Launch Vehicle
Technology)

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, AIR FORCE’’ $1,000,000, may be avail-
able for Low Cost Launch Vehicle Tech-
nology.

AMENDMENT NO. 2435

(Purpose: To require a Comptroller General
study of the physical state of Initial Entry
Trainee housing and barracks of the Armed
Services)
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. (a) STUDY OF PHYSICAL STATE OF

ARMED SERVICES INITIAL ENTRY TRAINEE
HOUSING AND BARRACKS.—The Comptroller
General of the United States shall carry out
a study of the physical state of the Initial
Entry Trainee housing and barracks of the
Armed Services.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
nine months after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Comptroller General shall
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the study carried out under
subsection (a). The report shall set forth the
results of the study, and shall include such
other matters relating to the study as the
Comptroller General considers appropriate.

(c) CONGRESSIONAL DEFENSE COMMITTEES
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘con-
gressional defense committees’’ means—

(1) the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the Senate; and

(2) the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives.

AMENDMENT NO. 2436

(Purpose: To provide funds for a pilot pro-
gram for the development of an efficient
inventory management system for the De-
partment of Defense)
On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
PILOT PROGRAM FOR EFFICIENT INVENTORY

MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR THE DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE

SEC. 8135. (a) Of the total amount appro-
priated by this division for operation and
maintenance, Defense-Wide, $1,000,000 may be
available for the Secretary of Defense to
carry out a pilot program for the develop-
ment and operation of an efficient inventory
management system for the Department of
Defense. The pilot program may be designed
to address the problems in the inventory
management system of the Department that
were identified by the Comptroller General
of the United States as a result of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office audit of the inventory
management system of the Department in
1997.

(b) In entering into any contract for pur-
poses of the pilot program, the Secretary
may take into appropriate account current
Department contract goals for small busi-
ness concerns owned and controlled by so-
cially and economically disadvantaged indi-
viduals.

(c) Not later than one year after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
may submit to Congress a report on the pilot
program. The report shall describe the pilot
program, assess the progress of the pilot pro-
gram, and contain such recommendations at
the Secretary considers appropriate regard-
ing expansion or extension of the pilot pro-
gram.

AMENDMENT NO. 2437

(Purpose: To provide funds to carry out au-
thorized military construction projects
funds for which are diverted to military
construction projects for the national
emergency)
Strike section 902 of division B and insert

the following:
SEC. 902. (a) FUNDING FOR CERTAIN MILI-

TARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS.—If in exer-
cising the authority in section 2808 of title
10, United States Code, to carry out military

construction projects not authorized by law,
the Secretary of Defense utilizes, whether in
whole or in part, funds appropriated but not
yet obligated for a military construction
project previously authorized by law, the
Secretary may carry out such military con-
struction project previously authorized by
law using amounts appropriated by the 2001
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
Act for Recovery from and Response to Ter-
rorist Attacks on the United States (Public
Law 107–38; 115 Stat. 220), or any other appro-
priations Act to provide funds for the recov-
ery from and response to the terrorist at-
tacks on the United States that is enacted
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and available for obligation.

AMENDMENT NO. 2438

(Purpose: To make available $2,000,000 for the
Advanced Safety Tether Operation and Re-
liability/Space Transfer using Electro-
dynamic Propulsion (STEP–AIRSEDS) pro-
gram (PE0602236N))
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. (a) FUNDING FOR ADVANCED SAFE-

TY TETHER OPERATION AND RELIABILITY/
SPACE TRANSFER USING ELECTRODYNAMIC
PROPULSION (STEP–AIRSEDS) PROGRAM.—Of
the amount appropriated by title IV of this
division under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION NAVY’’,
$2,000,000 may be allocated to the Advanced
Safety Tether Operation and Reliability/
Space Transfer using Electrodynamic Pro-
pulsion (STEP–AIRSEDS) program
(PE0602236N) of the Office of Naval Research/
Navy Research Laboratory.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2439 THROUGH 2459, EN BLOC

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the managers of the bill, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to consider, vote on, and agree
to the following amendments, en bloc:
an amendment for Senator STABENOW,
community service projects; an amend-
ment for Senator STEVENS, NOAA; an
amendment for Senator GREGG, date
change; an amendment for Senator
DURBIN, legislative branch, technical;
an amendment for Senator SPECTER,
intelligent transportation system; an
amendment for Senator LANDRIEU,
dirty bombs; an amendment for Sen-
ator MURRAY, apples; an amendment
for Senator DOMENICI, waste isolation;
an amendment for Senator DURBIN,
Nutwood Levee; an amendment for
Senator DOMENICI, electrical energy
systems; an amendment for Senator
HARKIN, essential air service; an
amendment for Senator STEVENS, GSA
provision; an amendment for Senator
STEVENS, Postal Service product rates;
an amendment for Senator BOND,
Smithsonian Institution artifacts; an
amendment for Senator DASCHLE, Ken-
nedy Center; an amendment for Sen-
ator STEVENS, Cook Inlet Housing Au-
thority; an amendment for Senator
DOMENICI, dam safety; an amendment
for Senator STEVENS, Alaska Native
contracting; an amendment for Sen-
ators BIDEN and HOLLINGS on the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation;
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and an amendment for Senator
DASCHLE on mining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 2439 through
2459) were agreed to, en bloc, as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2439

(Purpose: To establish a program to name
national and community service projects
in honor of victims killed as a result of the
terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001)
On page 201, after line 22, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 1202. UNITY IN THE SPIRIT OF AMERICA.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited
as the ‘‘Unity in the Spirit of America Act’’
or the ‘‘USA Act’’.

(b) PROJECTS HONORING VICTIMS OF TER-
RORIST ATTACKS.—The National and Commu-
nity Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12501 et
seq.) is amended by inserting before title V
the following:

‘‘TITLE IV—PROJECTS HONORING
VICTIMS OF TERRORIST ATTACKS

‘‘SEC. 401. PROJECTS.
‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term

‘Foundation’ means the Points of Light
Foundation funded under section 301, or an-
other nonprofit private organization, that
enters into an agreement with the Corpora-
tion to carry out this section.

‘‘(b) IDENTIFICATION OF PROJECTS.—
‘‘(1) ESTIMATED NUMBER.—Not later than

December 1, 2001, the Foundation, after ob-
taining the guidance of the heads of appro-
priate Federal agencies, such as the Director
of the Office of Homeland Security and the
Attorney General, shall—

‘‘(A) make an estimate of the number of
victims killed as a result of the terrorist at-
tacks on September 11, 2001 (referred to in
this section as the ‘estimated number’); and

‘‘(B) compile a list that specifies, for each
individual that the Foundation determines
to be such a victim, the name of the victim
and the State in which the victim resided.

‘‘(2) IDENTIFIED PROJECTS.—The Foundation
may identify approximately the estimated
number of community-based national and
community service projects that meet the
requirements of subsection (d). The Founda-
tion shall name each identified project in
honor of a victim described in subsection
(b)(1)(A), after obtaining the permission of
an appropriate member of the victim’s fam-
ily and the entity carrying out the project.

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to
have a project named under this section, the
entity carrying out the project shall be a po-
litical subdivision of a State, a business, a
nonprofit organization (which may be a reli-
gious organization, such as a Christian, Jew-
ish, or Muslim organization), an Indian tribe,
or an institution of higher education.

‘‘(d) PROJECTS.—The Foundation shall
name, under this section, projects—

‘‘(1) that advance the goals of unity, and
improving the quality of life in commu-
nities; and

‘‘(2) that will be planned, or for which im-
plementation will begin, within a reasonable
period after the date of enactment of the
Unity in Service to America Act, as deter-
mined by the Foundation.

‘‘(e) WEBSITE AND DATABASE.—The Founda-
tion shall create and maintain websites and
databases, to describe projects named under
this section and serve as appropriate vehicles
for recognizing the projects.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2440

On page 152, after line 19, insert:
SEC. 204. From within funds available to

the State of Alaska or the Alaska Region of

the National Marine Fisheries Service, an
additional $500,000 shall be made available
for the cost of guaranteeing the reduction
loan authorized under section 144(d)(4)(A) of
title I, Division B of Public Law 106–554 (114
Stat. 2763A–242) and that subparagraph is
amended to read as follows: ‘‘(4)(A) The fish-
ing capacity reduction program required
under this subsection is authorized to be fi-
nanced through a reduction loan of
$100,000,000 under section 1111 and 1112 of
title XI of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46
U.S.C. 1279f and 1279g).’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2441

(Purpose: To improve the bill)
On page 205, after line 12, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 104. Section 612 of P.L. 107-77 is

amended by striking ‘‘June 30, 2002’’ and in-
serting ‘‘April 1, 2002’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2442

On page 209, after line 25, insert:
SEC. 110. (a) Section 133(a) of the Legisla-

tive Branch Appropriations Act, 2001, (Public
Law 107–68) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘90-day’’ in paragraph (1)
and inserting ‘‘180-day’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘90-days’’ in paragraph
(2)(C) and inserting ‘‘180 days’’.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall take effect as if included in the en-
actment of the Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act, 2001 (Public Law 107–68).

AMENDMENT NO. 2443

(Purpose: To expedite the deployment of the
intelligent transportation infrastructure
system)
On page 191, after line 12 insert:
SEC. 1001.—Section 5117(b)(3) of the Trans-

portation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(Public Law 105–178; 112 Stat. 449; 23 U.S.C.
502 note) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D),
and (E) as subparagraphs (D), (F), and (G),
respectively;

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph (C):

‘‘(C) FOLLOW-ON DEPLOYMENT.—(i) After an
intelligent transportation infrastructure
system deployed in an initial deployment
area pursuant to a contract entered into
under the program under this paragraph has
received system acceptance, the Department
of Transportation has the authority to ex-
tend the original contract that was competi-
tively awarded for the deployment of the
system in the follow-on deployment areas
under the contract, using the same asset
ownership, maintenance, fixed price con-
tract, and revenue sharing model, and the
same competitively selected consortium
leader, as were used for the deployment in
that initial deployment area under the pro-
gram.

‘‘(ii) If any one of the follow-on deploy-
ment areas does not commit, by July 1, 2002,
to participate in the deployment of the sys-
tem under the contract, then, upon applica-
tion by any of the other follow-on deploy-
ment areas that have committed by that
date to participate in the deployment of the
system, the Secretary shall supplement the
funds made available for any of the follow-on
deployment areas submitting the applica-
tions by using for that purpose the funds not
used for deployment of the system in the
nonparticipating area. Costs paid out of
funds provided in such a supplementation
shall not be counted for the purpose of the
limitation on maximum cost set forth in
subparagraph (B).’’;

(4) by inserting after subparagraph (D), as
redesignated by paragraph (1), the following
new subparagraph (E):

‘‘(E) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph:
‘‘(i) The term ‘initial deployment area’

means a metropolitan area referred to in the
second sentence of subparagraph (A).

‘‘(ii) The term ‘follow-on deployment
areas’ means the metropolitan areas of Bal-
timore, Birmingham, Boston, Chicago,
Cleveland, Dallas/Ft. Worth, Denver, Detroit,
Houston, Indianapolis, Las Vegas, Los Ange-
les, Miami, New York/Northern New Jersey,
Northern Kentucky/Cincinnati, Oklahoma
City, Orlando, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Pitts-
burgh, Portland, Providence, Salt Lake, San
Diego, San Francisco, St. Louis, Seattle,
Tampa, and Washington, District of Colum-
bia.’’; and

(5) in subparagraph (D), as redesignated by
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subparagraph
(D)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (F)’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2444

(Purpose: To provide that funds available to
improve nuclear nonproliferation and
verification research and development
shall be available to research and develop-
ment with respect to radiological disper-
sion devices)
In chapter 5 of division B, under the head-

ing ‘‘NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINIS-
TRATION’’ under the paragraph ‘‘DEFENSE NU-
CLEAR PROLIFERATION’’, insert after ‘‘nuclear
nonproliferation and verification research
and development’’ the following: ‘‘(including
research and development with respect to ra-
diological dispersion devices, also known as
‘dirty bombs’)’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2445

On page 138, after line 2, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 101. Section 741(b) of the Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2002 (P.L. 107–76), is amended by
striking ‘‘20,000,000 pounds’’ and inserting
‘‘5,000,000 pounds’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2446

(Purpose: Technical modification of author-
ity to improve safety of transportation
routes to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant)
On page 165, after 22, insert the following:
SEC. 501. Of the funds provided in this or

any Act for ‘‘Defense Environmental Res-
toration and Waste Management’’ at the De-
partment of Energy, up to $500,000 may be
available to the Secretary of Energy for safe-
ty improvements to roads along the shipping
route to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant site.

AMENDMENT NO. 2447

(Purpose: To make a technical correction to
the FY 2002 Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Act, P.L. 107–66 for Nutwood Levee,
IL)
On page 165, after line 22, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 503. NUTWOOD LEVEE, ILLINOIS.—The

Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tion Act, 2002 (Public Law 107–66) is amended
under the heading ‘‘Title I, Department of
Defense-Civil, Department of the Army,
Corps of Engineers-Civil, Construction, Gen-
eral’’ by inserting after ‘‘$3,500,000’’ but be-
fore the ‘‘.’’ ‘‘: Provided further, That using
$400,000 of the funds appropriated herein, the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, may initiate construc-
tion on the Nutwood Levee, Illinois project’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2448

(Purpose: To make available, with an offset,
an additional $14,000,000 for the electric en-
ergy systems and storage program of the
Department of Energy)
On page 165, after line 22, add the fol-

lowing:
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SEC. 502. Title II of the Energy and Water

Development Appropriations Act, 2002 (Pub-
lic Law 107–66) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 313. (a) INCREASE IN AMOUNT AVAIL-
ABLE FOR ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS AND
STORAGE PROGRAM.—The amount appro-
priated by this title under the heading ‘DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY’ under the heading
‘ENERGY PROGRAMS’ under the paragraph
‘ENERGY SUPPLY’ is hereby increased by
$14,000,000, with the amount of the increase
to be available under the paragraph for the
electric energy systems and storage pro-
gram.

‘‘(b) DECREASE IN AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY GENERALLY.—The
amount appropriated by this title under the
heading ‘DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’
(other than under the heading ‘‘National
Nvd. Security Administration or under the
heading ‘ENERGY PROGRAMS’ under the
paragraph ‘ENERGY SUPPLY’) is hereby de-
creased by $14,000,000, with the amount of the
decrease to be distributed among amounts
available under the heading ‘DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY’ in a manner determined by the
Secretary of Energy and approved by the
Committees of Appropriations.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2449

(Purpose: To assure minimum service levels
under the Essential Air Service Program)
On page 186, line 22, before the period, in-

sert: Provided, That it is the Sense of the
Senate that funds provided under this para-
graph shall be used to provide subsidized
service at a rate of not less than three
flights per day for eligible communities with
significant enplanement levels that enjoyed
said rate of service, with or without subsidy,
prior to September 11, 2001.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2450

On page 196, after line 16, insert:
SEC. 1101. None of the funds appropriated

by this Act or any other Act may be used
after June 30, 2002 for the operation of any
federally owned building if determined to be
appropriate by the Administrator of the Gen-
eral Services Administration; or to enter
into any lease or lease renewal with any per-
son for office space for a federal agency in
any other building, unless such operation,
lease, or lease renewal is in compliance with
a regulation or Executive Order issued after
the date of enactment of this section that re-
quires redundant and physically separate
entry points to such buildings, and the use of
physically diverse local network facilities,
for the provision of telecommunications
services to federal agencies in such build-
ings.

AMENDMENT NO. 2451

(Purpose: To set new criteria and rates for
delivery of services under Section 5402 of
Title 39)
On page 195, on line 20 before the period,

insert: ‘‘Provided, That the Postal Service is
authorized to review rates for product deliv-
ery and minimum qualifications for eligible
service providers under section 5402 of title
39, and to recommend new rates and quali-
fications to reduce expenditures without re-
ducing service levels.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2452

On page 168, after line 9, insert:
SEC. 601. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of

the Smithsonian Institution may collect and
preserve in the National Museum of Amer-
ican History artifacts relating to the Sep-
tember 11th attacks on the World Trade Cen-
ter and the Pentagon.

(b) TYPES OF ARTIFACTS.—In carrying out
subsection (a), the Secretary of the Smithso-

nian Institution shall consider collecting and
perserving—

(1) pieces of the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon;

(2) still and video images made by private
individuals and the media;

(3) personal narratives of survivors, res-
cuers, and government officials; and

(4) other artifacts, recordings, and
testimonials that the Secretary of the
Smithsonian Institution determines have
lasting historical significance.

(c) There is authorized to be appropriated
to the Smithsonian Institution $5,000,000 to
carry out this section.

AMENDMENT NO. 2453

(Purpose: To increase the number of general
trustees of the John F. Kennedy Center for
the Performing Arts and to designate the
Secretary of State as a trustee)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. TRUSTEES OF THE JOHN F. KENNEDY

CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING
ARTS.

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—Section 2(a) of the John
F. Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h(a)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘There is hereby’’ and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is’’; and
(2) by striking the second sentence and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The Board shall be com-

posed of—
‘‘(A) the Secretary of Health and Human

Services;
‘‘(B) the Librarian of Congress;
‘‘(C) the Secretary of State;
‘‘(D) the Chairman of the Commission of

Fine Arts;
‘‘(E) the Mayor of the District of Columbia;
‘‘(F) the Superintendent of Schools of the

District of Columbia;
‘‘(G) the Director of the National Park

Service;
‘‘(H) the Secretary of Education;
‘‘(I) the Secretary of the Smithsonian In-

stitution;
‘‘(J)(i) the Speaker and the Minority Lead-

er of the House of Representatives;
‘‘(ii) the chairman and ranking minority

member of the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation of the House of Rep-
resentatives; and

‘‘(iii) 3 additional Members of the House of
Representatives appointed by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives;

‘‘(K)(i) the Majority Leader and the Minor-
ity Leader of the Senate;

‘‘(ii) the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Environment
and Public Works of the Senate; and

‘‘(iii) 3 additional Members of the Senate
appointed by the President of the Senate;
and

‘‘(L) 36 general trustees, who shall be citi-
zens of the United States, to be appointed in
accordance with subsection (b).’’.

(b) TERMS OF OFFICE FOR NEW GENERAL
TRUSTEES.—Section 2(b) of the John F. Ken-
nedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h(b)) shall apply
to each general trustee of the John F. Ken-
nedy Center for the Performing Arts whose
position is established by the amendment
made by subsection (a)(2) (referred to in this
subsection as a ‘‘new general trustee’’), ex-
cept that the initial term of office of each
new general trustee shall—

(1) commence on the date on which the new
general trustee is appointed by the Presi-
dent; and

(2) terminate on September 1, 2007.

AMENDMENT NO. 2454

On page 168, after line 9, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 602. (a) GENERAL TRUSTEES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 2

of the John F. Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C.
76h) is amended in its last clause by striking
out the word ‘‘thirty’’ and inserting in lieu
thereof the word ‘‘thirty-six’’.

(2) TERMS OF OFFICE FOR NEW GENERAL
TRUSTEES.—

(A) INITIAL TERMS OF OFFICE.—
(i) COMMENCEMENTS OF INITIAL TERM.—The

initial terms of office for all new general
trustee offices created by this Act shall com-
mence upon appointment by the President.

(ii) EXPIRATIONS OF INITIAL TERM.—The ini-
tial terms of office for all new general trust-
ee offices created by this Act shall continue
until September 1, 2007.

(iii) VACANCIES AND SERVICE UNTIL THE AP-
POINTMENT OF A SUCCESSOR.—For all new gen-
eral trustee offices created by this Act, sub-
sections (b)(1) and (b)(2) of section 2 of the
John F. Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h)
shall apply.

(B) SUCCEEDING TERMS OF OFFICE.—Upon
the expirations of the initial terms of office
pursuant to Section 1(b)(1) of this Act, the
terms of office for all new general trustee of-
fices created by this Act shall be governed by
subsection (b) of section 2 of the John F.
Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h).

(b) EX OFFICIO TRUSTEES.—Subsection (a)
of section 2 of the John F. Kennedy Center
Act (20 U.S.C. 76h) is further amended by in-
serting in the second sentence ‘‘the Majority
and Minority Leaders of the Senate, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, the
Minority Leader of the House of Representa-
tives,’’ after ‘‘the Secretary of the Smithso-
nian Institution,’’.

(c) HOUSEKEEPING AMENDMENT.—To con-
form with the previous abolition of the
United States Information Agency and the
transfer of all functions of the Director of
the United States Information of Agency to
the Secretary of State (sections 1311 and 1312
of Public Law 105–277, 112 Stat. 2681–776), sub-
section (a) of section 2 of the John F. Ken-
nedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h) is further
amended by striking in the second sentence
‘‘the Director of the United States Informa-
tion Agency,’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘the Secretary of State,’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2455

(Purpose: To allow for expenditures of
previously appropriated housing funds)

On page 201, after line 22, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 1201. Within funds previously appro-
priated as authorized under the Native
American Housing and Self Determination
Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104–330, §§ 1(a), 110 Stat.
4016) and made available to Cook Inlet Hous-
ing Authority, Cook Inlet Housing Authority
may use up to $9,500,000 of such funds to con-
struct student housing for Native college
students, including an on-site computer lab
and related study facilities, and, notwith-
standing any provision of such Act to the
contrary, Cook Inlet Housing Authority may
use a portion of such funds to establish a re-
serve fund and to provide for maintenance of
the project.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2456

(Purpose: To make a technical correction to
the FY 2002 Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Act, P.L. 107–66 for the Bureau of
Reclamation Dam Safety Program)
On page 165, after line 22, insert the fol-

lowing:
GENERAL PROVISION, THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 501. The Reclamation Safety of Dams
Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 509) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) by inserting in Section 4(c) after ‘‘2000,’’
and before ‘‘costs’’ the following: ‘‘and the
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additional $32,000,000 further authorized to be
appropriated by amendments to the Act in
2001,’’; and

(2) by inserting in Section 5 after ‘‘levels),’’
and before ‘‘plus’’ the following: ‘‘and, effec-
tive October 1, 2001, not to exceed an addi-
tional $32,000,000 (October 1, 2001, price lev-
els),’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2457

(Purpose: To clarify Federal procurement
law for certain qualified entities)

On page 168, after line 9, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. 603. Section 29 of P.L. 92–203, as en-
acted under section 4 of P.L. 94–204 (43 U.S.C.
1626), is amended by adding at the end of sub-
section (e) the following:

‘‘(4)(A) Congress confirms that Federal pro-
curement programs for tribes and Alaska Na-
tive Corporations are enacted pursuant to its
authority under Article I, Section 8 of the
United States Constitution.

‘‘(B) Contracting with an entity defined in
subparagraph (e)(2) of this section or section
3(c) of P.L. 93–262 shall be credited towards
the satisfaction of a contractor’s obligations
under section 7 of P.L. 87–305.

‘‘(C) Any entity that satisfies subpara-
graph (e)(2) of this section that has been cer-
tified under section 8 of P.L. 85–536 is a Dis-
advantaged Business Enterprise for the pur-
poses of P.L. 105–178.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2458

At the appropriate place in the bill insert:
No appropriated funds or revenues gen-

erated by the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation may be used to implement Sec-
tion 204(c)(2) of P.L. 105–134 until the Con-
gress has enacted an Amtrak reauthorization
Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 2459

(Purpose: To provide for the conveyance of
certain real property in South Dakota to the
State of South Dakota with indemnification
by the United States Government, and for
other purposes)

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD under ‘‘Amendments
Submitted.’’)

Mr. REID. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. INOUYE. I yield the floor.
NAVAL SHIPBUILDING

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss with the distinguished
chairman and ranking member of the
Appropriations Subcommittee on De-
fense, a matter of great importance to
our national security—our naval ship-
building programs. As my colleagues
are aware, both the House and Senate
national Defense authorization bills for
the current fiscal year contain provi-
sions supporting continued production
of the DDG–51 Arleigh Burke-class de-
stroyers, the investment of research
and development in a next generation
destroyer or ‘‘DD(X)’’ program, and ad-
vanced procurement for the LPD 17
program. I am elated to see that the
Senate version of the Defense Appro-
priations bill for FY2002 contain simi-
lar provisions, but troubled by the ac-
tion that was taken in the house, par-
ticularly on the DD(X) program.

I appreciate the chairman and rank-
ing Member’s support for these ship-
building programs and would like to
take a few minutes to discuss the vital
need for them. All of these programs
are critical to sustaining a strong for-
ward deployed naval presence, while
addressing the anti-access challenges
faced by our men and women who con-
tinue to protect our nation’s assets, in-
terests, and freedom.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I join
with the Senator from Maine in recog-
nizing the critical need for us to ac-
quire and modernize our naval fleet in
order to strengthen our Navy and Ma-
rine Corps for the 21st century. The
Senator from Main has been a real ad-
vocate for the Navy’s shipbuilding pro-
grams and I look forward to this and
future discussions on these very impor-
tant issues.

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the distin-
guished Chairman and would like to
begin with the DDG–51 Arleigh Burke-
class destroyer, which has been the
backbone of the Navy’s surface fleet.
The Navy has indicated in its most re-
cent study of the Arleigh Burke (DDG–
51)-class destroyer industrial base, and
in testimony before the Senate Armed
Services Committee, that three DDG–
51 destroyers per year is the most eco-
nomical rate of procurement. Last
year, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act provided the authority to the
Secretary of the Navy to enter into
contracts to procure three vessels in
each fiscal year 2002 and 2003. The
FY2002 National Defense Authorization
bill includes $2.966 billion for the pro-
curement of three Arleigh Burke-class
destroyers.

This year, the Senate Armed Services
Committee added report language
agreeing with the Navy’s long standing
assessment that the destroyer indus-
trial base is at risk unless three de-
stroyers are built each year, or unless
the destroyer shipbuilders attain sig-
nificant other work beyond their his-
toric level. As such, the FY2002 na-
tional Defense authorization report re-
iterates that the Secretary of the Navy
should include procurement of three
Arleigh Burke-class destroyers in the
FY2003 budget request. I strongly sup-
port the inclusion in the fiscal year
2003 defense budget of a third DDG–51,
which would be built at Bath Iron
Works in my home state. The integrity
of our shipbuilding industrial base
largely depends upon it. I would ask
that chairman and ranking Member
whether they agree with me on this im-
portant point.

Mr. STEVENS. I join my colleague in
her expressed concern with the pro-
curement rate of the DDG–51 program.
I am particularly sensitive to recent
reports that indicate the DDG–51 pro-
curement rate is projected to drop
below three ships per year after FY2002
for the first time in the program’s his-
tory. Such a rate could place this
unique, specialized industrial base at
risk to meet future naval require-
ments. It could, in fact, jeopardize ef-

forts to sustain an adequately sized
surface force and maintain the contin-
ued affordability of the ships required
for our future naval forces. And so I do
support the inclusion of a third DDG–
51, to be built by Bath Iron Works, in
next year’s budget.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, my col-
leagues are correct in stating that the
DDG–51 Arleigh Burke-class destroyers
have played, and will continue to play,
a critical role as a vital part of our
naval fleet. The DDG–51 program is a
mature and highly successful major ac-
quisition program providing front-line
state-of-the-art combatants for the
fleet. At the same time, we need to
make a smooth transition from the
DDG–51 to a next generation destroyer.
Our committee will continue to sup-
port the DDG–51 program and the tran-
sition to building a next generation de-
stroyer.

Ms. COLLINS. The next generation
destroyer, now the DD(X) program, is
the Navy’s future and way ahead to
transform our naval forces to meet the
challenges of the 21st century. This
program, which will emphasize a com-
mon hullform and technology develop-
ment, will form the foundation of our
future destroyer and cruiser produc-
tion. The Navy will use the advanced
technology and networking capabili-
ties from the DD(X) in the development
of additional ships in the DD(X) family
of ships program. As Chief of Naval Op-
erations testified before the Senate
Armed Services Committee, earlier
this year, the DD(X) program ‘‘is cen-
tral to our [naval] transformation ef-
fort . . . and is another step toward the
creation of a more integrated Navy/Ma-
rine Corps team.’’ It is therefore crit-
ical that the Senate’s FY2002 budget
level for the DD(X) program be in-
creased or at least retained in con-
ference.

Mr. STEVENS. I could not agree
more with my colleague that while
there is some uncertainty surrounding
the restructuring of the DD–21 pro-
gram, a continued investment and
commitment to a next generation de-
stroyer needs to be sustained to trans-
form the Navy and Marine Corps. While
we are waiting for that program to de-
velop, it makes sound defense, fiscal,
and industrial base policy to sustain an
annual three-ship DDG–51 procurement
rate after FY2002, and most imme-
diately, in FY2003, and I encourage the
Navy to do so.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I also
would like to briefly speak on the
LPD–17 program, which is a critical
ship for the modernization of the
Navy’s amphibious force. Each of these
ships can carry more than 700 Marines
and their equipment to shore to per-
form their mission. The LPD–17 pro-
gram is critical to replace four aging
classes of ships and to significantly in-
crease the operational capabilities of
the Marine Corps.

Mr. STEVENS. I have always been a
supporter of the LPD–17 program and
the committee very much appreciates
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the need for the lift capacity of this
ship. In 2010, when the last LPD–17
class ship is scheduled to join the fleet,
the amphibious force will consist of 36
ships or 12, three-ship Amphibious
Ready Groups (ARGs), consisting of
one LHA or LHD, one LPD and one
LSD. I assure you that we are com-
mitted to seeing this program through
production.

Ms. COLLINS. As always, I am im-
pressed by the ranking member’s
knowledge and his grasp of the issues,
and I appreciate that we are in agree-
ment as to the value and need for this
critical ship. I look forward to our con-
tinued work together in support of this
and all of these shipbuilding programs.

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Senator
from Maine for her continued commit-
ment to our naval forces ensuring that
we build enough ships to meet the Na-
tion’s defense needs. I recognize and
am sensitive to the fact that the Navy
needs to sustain an investment of $10
to $12 billion in the shipbuilding ac-
count to maintain a minimum ship-
building rate of 8–10 ships per year be-
fore it will be able to fulfill all the re-
quired missions for our naval forces,
and I will work with the Navy and my
colleagues in the Senate to address this
issue. I thank my colleague for her
dedication to these issues and I look
forward to continuing these types of
discussions on the critical needs of our
military forces.

Ms. COLLINS. Again, I thank the
chairman and ranking member for
their forthrightness, their knowledge
and their determination to keep Amer-
ica strong. I also commend them for
their continued dedication to our men
and women in uniform and the efforts
they have undertaken in this impor-
tant appropriations bill to provide
them with the compensation, tools and
equipment they need to maintain
America’s pre-eminence in the world.

CRUSADER PROGRAM

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am
concerned about the funding reductions
to the Crusader program, and the im-
pact that may have on the procure-
ment of long lead items for the Cru-
sader. The Crusader is an important
new weapon system for the Army and
we should not do anything that could
delay this important program during
this critical time that we are now in.

Mr. INOUYE. I assure my friend from
Oklahoma that we will do what we can
in the conference to ensure adequate
funding for the Crusader.

Mr. STEVENS. I know my friend
from Oklahoma has been watching the
Crusader program for some time and is
keenly interested in its progress, as is
the Army. I want to add my assurance
to that of the chairman’s that we will
do all we can in conference to ensure
the Crusader is not delayed by inad-
equate funding.
DEFENSE PERSONNEL RECORDS IMAGING SYSTEM

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, will
the ranking member yield briefly for
the purpose of a colloquy?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield to the Senator
from Tennessee for the purpose of a
colloquy.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I’d
like to bring to the attention of the
Senate an important information tech-
nology program. The Defense Per-
sonnel Records Imaging System
(DPRIS) is the follow-on records man-
agement system needed to process,
store, and distribute military per-
sonnel information.

Currently, DPRIS is not ready to
move from the Concept Advanced Dem-
onstration phase to the System Inte-
gration phase. In order for the program
to complete developmental activities
to mature the system to the point that
it is ready for Low-Rate Initial Produc-
tion, $2 million is required for further
demonstration/validation work.

Mr. President, the recent call up of
thousands of National Guardsmen and
Reservists to respond to the war on ter-
rorism has further taxed an already
overburdened personnel records man-
agement system. We need to get DPRIS
completely through R&D, so we can
make a smooth transition from the old
system to the new.

I know the chairman and ranking
member of the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee understand the impor-
tance of this program, and would hope
that they would give this DPRIS fund-
ing every consideration during con-
ference with the House. At a minimum,
I hope the chairman and ranking mem-
ber will encourage the Department of
Defense to either reprogram funds for
this purpose, or to request these funds
in a supplemental appropriations re-
quest that is likely to come early next
year.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Tennessee raises an im-
portant issue in this IT program. We
will do our best to work with the Sen-
ator on this matter during the con-
ference with the House. We will also
work with the Senator and the Depart-
ment of Defense on this issue in the fu-
ture.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber for their attention to this matter,
and appreciate the challenges they face
in crafting the Department of Defense
spending bill.

SMART PAY CARD PROGRAM

Mr. BURNS. I rise to ask a point of
clarification by the chairman and
ranking member relating to a letter
that Senator BAUCUS and I sent to the
CBO regarding the use of the Smart
Pay Card used by Department of De-
fense employees, the armed services,
and contractors with the Department
of Defense.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield, for the pur-
pose of your question regarding the
Smart Pay Card.

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Senator. At
this point, I would ask unanimous con-
sent that the November 15, 2001 letter
from Senator BAUCUS and me to CBO
Director, Dan Crippen, be printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, November 15, 2001.

Mr. DAN L. CRIPPEN, Director,
Congressional Budget Office, Ford House Office

Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CRIPPEN: In view of the increased

federal expenditures generated as a result of
the September 11 terrorist attacks, we be-
lieve that, more than ever, the federal gov-
ernment should explore new ways of man-
aging federal outlays by adopting more effi-
cient ways to control federal spending. In
that regard, we are requesting CBO to score
our proposal for improvements to the GSA
SmartPay program, which we believe will
provide to the GSA’s management of the
SmartPay program a positive material effect
on the fiscal operations of current and future
implementations of SmartPay programs. We
would like your comments on the following
proposal.

By way of background, the SmartPay pro-
gram was established in 1998 to improve the
speed of acquisition and reduce the cost of
payments handling for many classes of pur-
chases and acquisitions in the federal agen-
cies, offices and departments. There are ap-
proximately 3.5 million active cards, ac-
counting for approximately $20 billion in an-
nual purchases. The GSA estimates that the
SmartPay card programs currently save the
government approximately $1.2 billion annu-
ally in administrative costs. While these
numbers are impressive, recent congres-
sional hearings convince us that there have
also been tens of millions of dollars of rebate
opportunities lost by the government due to
card misuse, along with millions in addi-
tional savings that have not been realized in
the program’s implementation thus far.

THE PROPOSAL

There are four specific areas of proposed
savings that we would like you to examine:

1. Pricing Concession Management: PCM is
the measure of unit pricing reductions en-
joyed by the government as a result of dis-
count agreements with high-use vendors.

a. Roughly 200 retailers nationwide rep-
resent 65% of all Visa and MasterCard credit
card purchases today. It is our belief that
analysis of SmartPay use might show analo-
gous concentrations, and would allow for
targeted negotiations with key vendors who
provide significant levels of products and
services to the federal government.

b. There are currently few if any discounts
being offered for SmartPay users that are di-
rectly tied to the SmartPay card as the pur-
chase mechanism.

c. Based on the volume of SmartPay use
today, we estimate that there is over $50 mil-
lion available in discounts from volume pur-
chase agreements that could be negotiated if
more detailed analysis were being routinely
performed on government-wide purchases
made with SmartPay products.

2. Rebates Management: RM is the aggres-
sive tracking, invoicing, and collection of all
applicable rebates that are negotiated with
SmartPay issuers. RM improvements consist
of collection all existing rebates and future
rebates as well as ensuring that the Issuing
Banks are correctly calculating the rebates.

3. Loss and Abuse Reduction: GSA rebates
from SmartPay card issuers are net of
chargeoffs within the program. Currently,
these chargeoffs amount to more than $55
million, and delinquency rates on T&E cards
are between 7–14%.

a. GSA should enable the use of commer-
cially proven strategies and technologies for
reducing, minimizing, or eliminating the
current unacceptable level of fraud or abuse
losses on the card programs, such strategies
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could save a significant portion of the $55
million.

b. Using the best practices employed by
card issuers, as well as those used by cor-
porations for their own card programs, will
provide benefits from both the Issuer and the
User side of SmartPay programs.

4. Increasing SmartPay Administrative Effi-
ciencies: Outsourcing portions of the manage-
ment of the SmartPay program will allow
for application of commercially proven ex-
pertise in some areas. It will also serve to ex-
pedite timely approval of card charges and
increase risk review and validation. As a re-
sult, existing personnel will be able to spend
less time on the activities required for ap-
proving, processing, monitoring, and vali-
dating all of the administrative functions as-
sociated with procurement, payment and
audit processes.

a. Automated Daily Approval and Control:
Using an outside vendor’s system to auto-
mated many of the paper processes currently
in many SmartPay program implementa-
tions would save significant time for
SmartPay administrative personnel in the
various departments and agencies that use
the programs.

b. Statement Reconciliation and Payment
Approval: Using an outside vendor to per-
form statement reconciliations, payment ap-
proval authorization, and exception report-
ing will lower fraud as well as the cycle time
required to identify potential fraud or abuse
issues.

For additional information on our proposal
please contact Zak Andersen in Senator Bau-
cus’s office and Stan Ullman in Senator
Burns’s office.

We appreciate your active consideration of
this matter, and we would welcome your of-
fice’s analysis of this proposal before the
next budget cycle begins early next year.

Sincerely,
MAX BAUCUS,

U.S. Senator.
CONRAD BURNS,

U.S. Senator.

Mr. BURNS. Before asking my first
question, I want to provide a very brief
context for my letter to CBO and the
issues I will be raising. The subject of
the letter is whether the federal gov-
ernment can save even more money
than it has been saving with the use of
the Smart Pay Card program. This
matter was brought to the attention of
Senator BAUCUS and myself by Michael
B. Walker, a Montanan who has consid-
erable experience in the credit indus-
try. Mr. Walker, who is CEO of Pay-
ment Programs Management Corpora-
tion, believes that there is an oppor-
tunity for the federal government to
save hundreds of millions of more dol-
lars with its use of credit cards issued
to federal employees. Senator BAUCUS
and I wanted to get an independent
confirmation of those savings from the
CBO before encouraging Congress to
adopt the refinement outlined in our
letter. It is my understanding that
CBO will score the various proposed
improvements in our letter before the
end of this year, but the scoring may
not arrive in time to affect appropria-
tions bills for the current fiscal year.
Since the largest users of the card are
the employees of DOD, I thought that
it would be appropriate to raise this
matter in connection with this bill. As-
suming that CBO does respond with a
scoring that the improvements sug-

gested in our letter will potentially
save hundreds of millions of dollars,
will the Senator from Alaska tell me
whether he will work with the Depart-
ment of Defense to encourage the con-
sideration of any and all potential sav-
ings and benefits suggested in the let-
ter send to CBO by Senator BAUCUS and
myself?

Mr. STEVENS. I would be happy to
work with the Senator.

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Senator. My
next question is a follow up question.
Assuming that the armed services are
prepared to offer proposed improve-
ments in the use of federal credit cards,
would you encourage them to work
with the General Services Administra-
tion, which is charged with the overall
administration of the Smart Pay Card
Program, to get these improvements
adopted?

Mr. STEVENS. I would be happy to
work with the Senator to ensure every
opportunity to meet with the General
Services Administration and discuss
this important issue.

NETFIRES—FOGM

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ap-
plaud and share Senator INOUYE’s de-
sire to strongly support the Army in
its transformation to a lighter, more
deployable, agile, lethal and survivable
force, in order to meet the challenges
we have today and certainly expect in
the future. This transformation to an
Objective Force is very ambitious in
terms of new capabilities, and I think
we should all recognize the significant
technological risks associated with
this endeavor.

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Senator for
his support as a member of the sub-
committee and for his work on this
bill. Army transformation is ambi-
tious, and, while we are all very sup-
portive of the Army’s efforts to trans-
form, I know we are equally sensitive
to the technology challenges facing the
Army.

Mr. SHELBY. While the Objective
Force and the Future Combat System
are relatively new terms, many people
may not be aware that Army scientists
and engineers have been working on
transformation technology since before
the end of the cold war. For example,
the Fiber Optic Guided Missile, FOGM,
has been demonstrated with soldiers
and has performed most of the objec-
tives required for the artillery compo-
nent of the Future Combat System
known as NetFires. FOGM is inher-
ently immune to radio-frequency jam-
ming, a serious concern for NetFires. It
does not require a not-yet-developed
automatic target recognition capa-
bility like NetFires. It is soldier-prov-
en technology already in service or in
development in several other countries.
It offers the potential for significant
savings in time and money in getting
to low rate initial production, com-
pared with NetFires. I fully support
work on leap-ahead technology pro-
grams like NetFires, but I believe we
should take prudent steps to mitigate
against high risk programs by con-

tinuing work on alternative capabili-
ties.

Mr. INOUYE. As we know well, all
weapon development programs involve
significant risk. The NetFires—FOGM
example is instructive. We will con-
tinue to monitor the Future Combat
System program as the required tech-
nologies mature, and the Senator can
be sure we will continue to pay close
attention to alternative capability pro-
grams.

Mr. SHELBY. I believe the off-the-
shelf FOGM can provide an acceptable
alternative to NetFires if cir-
cumstances require it. I know that
with Senator INOUYE’s leadership, we
will keep on top of these critical tech-
nology issues. I look forward to our
continuing to work together as we face
funding decisions about these impor-
tant transformation programs.

PROJECT ALPHA

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish to
engage in a brief colloquy with the
chairman of the subcommittee. We are
all too aware of the terrible terrorist
threats we face and of the difficulty in
predicting and assessing these threats.
I have been especially concerned about
possible threats to the U.S. food supply
and about our lack of protections and
monitoring of our food.

Project Alpha is a proactive approach
using advanced technologies, expert
systems, and thinking ‘‘outside the
box’’ in order to predict, assess, and
analyze terrorist threats. I am proud
that Iowa State University and the Na-
tional Animal Disease Center in Ames,
IA, would play a key role in this
project. I hope the committee will open
to the use of funds in this bill, and I
ask for the chairman’s support for im-
plementation of Project Alpha and its
National Decision Assessment Immer-
sion Center, with emphasis on pro-
tecting the U.S. food supply.

Mr. INOUYE. I am aware of the po-
tential of Project Alpha and of the par-
ticipation of the Maui High Perform-
ance Computing Center as another key
partner. You can be sure I will give
careful consideration to this project as
we guide this bill through conference.

BIOINFORMATICS

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I wish
to engage my colleague, the distin-
guished chair of the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, in a colloquy.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I will be
glad to engage in a discussion with
Senator CLINTON.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I
thank the senior Senator from Hawaii.
I want to discuss the emerging field of
Bioinformatics. Bionformatics has be-
come one of our most important
emerging technologies. Bioinformatics
is the use of high-powered computing
techniques to analyze the data gen-
erated by the Human Genome Project.
Massive computing power is needed in
order to interpret this vast amount of
data. The University at Buffalo is seek-
ing to establish a Center of Excellence
in Bioinformatics. The University at
Buffalo is home to the Center for Com-
putational Research, one of the top ten
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supercomputing sites in the nation.
The University at Buffalo would forge
an academic and industrial partnership
with renowned academic, medical, and
research institutions, including Bing-
hamton University. Will the Senator
agree that Buffalo’s blend of leading
academic, research, industrial, and
medical institutions make Buffalo an
ideal location for a Center of Excel-
lence in Bioinformatics?

Mr. INOUYE. I agree with my col-
league that Buffalo is an ideal location
for a Center of Excellence in the impor-
tant emerging field of bioinformatics.

Mrs. CLINTON. I thank my col-
league. I am aware that funds are made
available in both the House version of
the Defense appropriations fiscal year
2002 bill and the bill the Senator has
proposed. I ask that the Senator from
Hawaii support as much funding for
bioinformatics programs as possible,
within the fiscal constraints we face,
as the Defense spending bill completes
conference.

Mr. INOUYE. I assure the Senator we
will do all we can.

HYBRID ELECTRIC VEHICLE TECHNOLOGIES

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that the fiscal year
2002 Defense appropriations bill con-
tains funding for Hybrid Electric Vehi-
cle, HEV, technologies. I am seeking
the chairman’s assistance to ensure
that the funding in this bill for HEVs
will also be dedicated to the work of
applying currently developed and dem-
onstrated HEV technology to a weap-
ons system.

The U.S. Army High Mobility Artil-
lery Rocket System, HIMARS, pro-
gram has an HEV initiative that will
put hybrid propulsion on the Family of
Medium Tactical Vehicles, FMTV,
platform. As the chairman well knows,
the Army has identified Hybrid Elec-
tric Drive as the key technology for
transformation. Hybrid electric propul-
sion provides greater fuel and logistics
cost savings, increased survivability
thorough silent mode operations, pro-
vides improved mobility, and supplies a
new capability to the vehicle systems
power management that currently does
not exist within any Army weapons
system. This initiative that I am refer-
ring to will jump-start the Army’s ef-
fort to weaponize an HEV platform
with the HIMARS program. The timing
of these funds for this conversion effort
of HIMARS to HEV is critical. Pro-
viding the funds now, in fiscal year
2002, would allow the hybrid drive ini-
tiative to dovetail with the current
production planned for HIMARS. Miss-
ing the opportunity this year would re-
quire untimely changes to the HIMARS
production line, and would be exces-
sively more expensive for the U.S.
Army conversion to the HEV platform.

This significant HEV series tech-
nology has already been accomplished
under the Dual Use Science and Tech-
nology initiative by the National Auto-
motive Command under TACOM con-
tract. The contract converted the
FMTV platform into series HEV tech-

nology. The contract should be contin-
ued for a timely series HIMARS HEV
conversion. It is my understanding
that the FY 2002 MRLS Product Im-
provement Program line contains $20
million of which $10 million should be
programmed to begin the timely con-
version of the hybrid series FMTV
truck to a HIMARS series hybrid elec-
tric vehicle platform. I urge the Chair-
man to support this important trans-
formation project.

Mr. INOUYE. I agree with the senior
Senator from New York that HEV
technology is vital to the future suc-
cess of the Army transformation and
believe the Congress should support
such technologies. This initiative of
placing series HEV on a current suc-
cessful weapon development program
leverages the existing technologies and
is the right course of action. I under-
standing that this modification will
support initiating the timely introduc-
tion of series HEV onto a HIMARS
platform. I can assure the senior Sen-
ator from New York that this com-
mittee will review this issue during the
conference. I understand that utilizing
the existing contract and previous ac-
complished work may be the best
means to leverage the taxpayers’ in-
vestment, as well as to accelerate the
HEV weaponization for Army trans-
formation.

Mr. SCHUMER. I appreciate the lead-
ership that Senator INOUYE is taking
on this issue in light of today’s recog-
nized need to accelerate the Army’s
transformation and reduction of logis-
tic infrastructure and skyrocketing
costs associated with supporting fuel
requirements on today’s battlefields.

Mr. INOUYE. I will ensure that the
committee will thoroughly review this
issue during the conference of the De-
fense appropriations bill.

CRUSADER PROGRAM

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I say to
Senator STEVENS that I appreciate all
his hard work on the Defense appro-
priations bill. I would like to discuss
pending actions on the Crusader Pro-
gram. Crusader is a critical trans-
formation system, which is already a
generation ahead of the existing Pal-
adin system. When fielded, Crusader
will have unparalleled rate of fire,
range of fire and lethality unmatched
by any system in the world. We must
continue to fund this program in its
entirety. To do this we must put
$80,972,000 into the Defense appropria-
tions bill. Again, I thank the Senate
and the committee for their hard work.

Mr. STEVENS. I agree with my col-
league, Senator INOHFE, and I also feel
that this program warrants full fund-
ing under the Defense appropriations
bill. During conference we must restore
the funding in its entirety.

Mr. NICKLES. I share the concerns of
Senator INHOFE and I, too, believe that
we need to fully fund the program. The
Crusader is meeting performance tests;
it is on schedule and on budget. We
must address the funding requirements
in conference.

Mr. INOUYE. The Crusader Program
is vital to Army transformation and
should be fully funded to meet the
needs of the Army.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I say to
Senators STEVENS, INOUYE, and NICK-
LES that I appreciate their attention
and continued support on this matter.

CONSOLIDATED INTERACTIVE VIRTUAL
INFORMATION CENTER

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish to
engage in a brief colloquy with the
chairman of the subcommittee. There
is an important project in the Iowa Na-
tional Guard to bring unique net-
working and secure storage capabili-
ties to bear on distance learning and
simulations, including real-time sim-
ulations at multiple sites. The Consoli-
dated Interactive Virtual Information
Center has taken on new immediacy
since September 11 along with the Na-
tional Guard as a whole. It has been
used to train Guard members in pro-
tecting our airports and could play a
critical role in homeland defense.

I am pleased that the Appropriations
Committee has recommended this
project for funding within National
Guard distance learning accounts, but I
wanted to clarify the intent. Is it your
expectation that the CIVIC project will
receive sufficient funding for a second
year of development, and a level at
least equal to last year’s?

Mr. INOUYE. I am happy to recog-
nize the value of the CIVIC project.
While there are other worthy distance
learning programs, it is important that
sufficient funds be made available to
the CIVIC project for its continued de-
velopment at a level at least as great
as last year. In addition, as stated in
the committee report, I hope this wor-
thy project will be funded in next
year’s budget.

TRANSIT CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
to enter into a brief colloquy with the
distinguished chairman of the Senate
Appropriations Committee regarding a
section which would provide $100,000,000
in badly needed transit capital invest-
ment grants to those transit agencies
that were most severely impacted by
the terrorist attacks of September 11,
2001.

Mr. Chairman, it is my under-
standing that the Metropolitan Trans-
portation Authority (MTA) of New
York State and the Port Authority
Trans-Hudson (PATH) commuter rail
system as well as transit authorities in
New Jersey would be eligible for the as-
sistance provided under this provision
as these agencies would have to be con-
sidered among the most severely im-
pacted by the terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from New
York is correct.

Mr. SCHUMER. It is also my under-
standing that the portion of this provi-
sion that precludes any transit agency
that receives a direct Federal payment
under any other section of this bill
from receiving any of the $100,000,000 in
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capital investment grants is not in-
tended to apply to the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority, the Port
Authority Trans-Hudson commuter
rail system; or the transit authorities
in New Jersey.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from New
York is correct. That provision is in-
tended to address the Washington, D.C.
Metro System, which receives a direct
federal payment elsewhere in the bill.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, the Senator from
West Virginia, for his clarification on
this point and for his leadership on this
essential homeland security package.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ANIMAL RESEARCH FACILITIES

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, after
many visits over the years to the ani-
mal disease facilities at Ames, Iowa, I
am all too aware of the very great need
to modernize them, providing the secu-
rity, safety, and capability to conduct
necessary work that will both protect
animal agriculture and human health
as well. The Appropriations Committee
concurred when it approved the amend-
ment proposed by Senator BYRD that
provided very necessary funds for those
facilities those at Plum Island.

We do not know when a major emer-
gency will be upon us for which these
facilities could be crucial. Hopefully,
we will have them built when that time
comes. In order to maximize the likeli-
hood that will be the case, I believe it
is clear that the Secretary should do
all that she can to accelerate the de-
sign and the construction of the Ames,
Iowa facilities, and the design of facili-
ties at Plum Island.

Clearly, to the extent that it is pru-
dent, the authorities that are available
should be used in the Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulations to accelerate the
planning, design of the entire mod-
ernization plan, and the construction
of those facilities for which funds are
available. I also expect that the De-
partment will provide appropriate sup-
port to maximize the speed of planning
design and construction, moving to the
construction phases as soon as possible
for this important project. Certainly,
the portion of the design for which con-
struction funds are available should re-
ceive the highest priority.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I fully con-
cur with the remarks of the Senator
from Iowa and the chairman of the
Senate Agriculture Committee. The
Department should move with the
greatest dispatch to design and con-
struct these biosecurity-3 facilities. It
is important that we move forward
quickly in order to enhance research in
this critical area, and it is also impor-
tant that research facilities of this na-
ture be in compliance with very strict
biosecurity standards. Every area of
our nation would see very significant
damage to animal agriculture if cer-
tain diseases manifest themselves. The
Department should use the authorities
it has to accelerate the design and con-
struction of these important facilities.

CALIFORNIA ANTI-TERRORISM INFORMATION
CENTER

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise with my colleague from California
and the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee to address the dan-
gerous gap that exists in the
counterterrorism intelligence network
in this country. Information pertaining
to terrorist threats is not currently
collected in a centralized place for re-
view, analysis, and dissemination.
Statewide counter terrorist data is
therefore not accessible to every law
enforcement agency that may need it.
The collection, analysis, and accessi-
bility of this information to law en-
forcement are critically important to
protect the health and safety of citi-
zens.

In late September, the California
Governor and Attorney General signed
a memorandum of understanding that
established The California Anti Ter-
rorism Information Center (CATIC) to
address this critical problem. Every
day, State and local law enforcement
learn information that may be useful
to Federal intelligence authorities or
that may actually prevent terrorist
events from taking place. Despite this
obvious point, there is currently no re-
liable and secure system to ensure that
this information flows back and forth
among the right people in a rapid and
organized manner.

The California Anti-Terrorism Infor-
mation Center is designed to solve this
problem by developing a sophisticated
data system that includes trained in-
telligence specialist, extensive tech-
nology infrastructure, and strong safe-
guards to protect constitutionally
guaranteed civil liberties.

This new system represents a crucial
advance in counter-terrorism intel-
ligence sharing and some federal agen-
cies have already committed analysts
to CATIC. Dozens of State and local
personnel will also be detailed to the
various investigative and analytic
units of CATIC. I believe Federal re-
sources are also a necessary component
of this project if it is to achieve max-
imum effectiveness.

Mrs. BOXER. It has become increas-
ingly clear that the coordination be-
tween Federal, State and local law en-
forcement is crucial if we are to keep
our citizens safe. The California Gov-
ernor and Attorney General have com-
bined their efforts and devised a sys-
tem to meet these critical needs. The
California Anti-Terrorism Information
Center will provide law enforcement
agencies with valuable intelligence
support, enhancing their efforts to
combat the threat of terrorism. I join
my colleague in urging the Department
of Justice to fund the California Anti-
Terrorism Information Center.

Mr. BYRD. I understand the concerns
raised by the Senators from California.
I urge the Department of Justice and
other national security agencies to
give due consideration to projects such
as the California Anti-Terrorism Infor-
mation Center that ensure a reliable

system of intelligence sharing between
local, State, and Federal law enforce-
ment agencies.

REVERSE COMMUTE PILOT PROJECT

Mr. LEVIN. I would like to engage in
a colloquy with my colleague, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, regarding a border
security need along our northern bor-
der. First, let me commend the chair-
man for recognizing the many areas of
our homeland defense that are in need
of funding and for providing that fund-
ing in this economic stimulus package.
I am especially encouraged to see a
large border security initiative that
will finally address the lack of re-
sources given to the northern border in
the past to ensure the safety and integ-
rity of our northern border without
negatively impacting the free flow of
commerce.

While much has been done over the
last decade to improve security on our
border with Mexico, the northern bor-
der has largely been ignored. For exam-
ple, only 1,773 Customs Service per-
sonnel are present at our border with
Canada, while 8,300 protect our south-
ern border. Similarly, while 8,000 Bor-
der Patrol agents monitor our 2,000
mile southern border, only 300 are sta-
tioned at our 4,000 mile northern bor-
der. This policy of neglect must be cor-
rected without delay and I think the
additional funding you are recom-
mending will do that.

One of the vulnerabilities which has
come to light regarding our inter-
national bridges and tunnels on our
border with Canada is that potentially
dangerous vehicles are inspected only
after they have crossed into our coun-
try. With the increased security risks
faced by our Nation in the post-Sep-
tember 11 climate, it seems obvious
that inspecting vehicles for dangerous
materials such as bombs or explosives
after they enter our tunnels or cross
our bridges is ineffective, at best.

To rectify this homeland security
vulnerability, we must work with our
neighbors to establish a reverse inspec-
tion program that would inspect vehi-
cles before they have entered into our
country. This would reduce the possi-
bility that important transportation
infrastructure could be endangered or
destroyed.

One way to move this process for-
ward would be to establish a pilot pro-
gram on reverse inspection. Customs
could work in consultation and part-
nership with the Canadian Customs
Service and identify any hurdles and
the details that would need to be
worked out. One logical place to start
would be in Southeast Michigan where
50 percent of the U.S.-Canada trade tra-
verses the border, and where we have
the Ambassador Bridge and Detroit
Windsor Tunnel, two of the busiest bor-
der crossings.

I would like to inquire of Chairman
BYRD if he would agree that this is
something the Customs Service should
take a hard look at?

Mr. BYRD. I see no reason why the
U.S. Customs Service should not look
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at the issue of reverse inspection and I
would support their doing so.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
would like to take this opportunity to
first offer my thanks to the servicemen
and women serving our Nation in the
War on Terror. Their courage, sac-
rifice, and professionalism assures us of
victory over our terrorist enemies, and
is a testament to America.

As the first stage of this war ends, a
number of promising developments
have taken place. In Afghanistan many
of our enemies have been routed. In
Germany, Afghan political leaders have
taken great steps to secure peace and
stability for the future of their nation.
As we ask the Afghan people to turn
towards peace and democracy, it is our
duty to help them. Otherwise we risk
facing another similar crisis in the fu-
ture.

Tackling the job ahead in Afghani-
stan will require men and women of the
highest caliber. They must be equal
parts warrior and statesman. For it is
these men and women who will help se-
cure peace for this troubled land and
build the foundation for the future of
democracy in Afghanistan. I speak of
course of the soldiers and Marines of
the Civil Affairs community.

As a former Civil Affairs commander,
and Deputy Chief of the Office of Civil
Affairs, I know first hand what a con-
tribution these fine warriors can make.
They have made a positive impact on
nearly every continent of the globe. In
fact, during the last five years alone,
over 4,600 Civil Affairs personnel have
utilized their expertise in securing the
peace and rebuilding the Balkans.

Civil Affairs soldiers are warriors of
the finest sort. They train to fight and
work for peace. Civil Affairs soldiers
are experts in humanitarian operations
and institution building. Consequently,
I can think of no time when the role of
Civil Affairs would be more crucial
than it will be in Afghanistan.

I would like to take this opportunity
to call upon the Department of Defense
to take advantage of the unique skills
that these men and women possess.
Furthermore, we owe it to these men
and women to equip them as we do our
finest soldiers and Marines in accord-
ance with the gravity of their mission.
If we do this I have no doubt that these
soldiers will succeed in any mission
that comes their way.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the Defense appropriations
bill.

I believe this bill provides the right
balance of funding for the Department
of Defense given the administration’s
efforts to reorganize and realign the
missions and architecture of this pillar
of our freedom. I am particularly
heartened that President Bush and
Secretary Rumsfeld are working hard
to revitalize the Department. I am to-
tally in support of their efforts and feel
it is important that the administration
be allowed to determine the new force
structure in light of our rapidly devel-
oping military posture at home and
overseas.

While we can not fix 10 years of ne-
glect overnight, this bill does many
things to help the Defense Department
and the men and women who serve so
proudly. In particular, I am very
pleased that this appropriations bill
fully funds an average 5 percent mili-
tary pay raise. It also provides addi-
tional pay raises for military personnel
in middle level ranks, thus helping the
Department to retain these valuable
personnel. Again, this bill addresses
the needs of the soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and marines by reducing out of
pocket costs for housing from 15 per-
cent in 2001 to 11.3 percent in 2002. I am
also glad that we are trying to make
our troops lives more stable by asking
the Department of Defense to develop a
plan that reduces the number of perma-
nent change of station moves for the
military.

This year’s defense starts us on the
right road to fixing the military’s read-
iness, training, and depot support pro-
grams. It provides almost $10 billion in-
crease over fiscal year 2001 funding lev-
els for these critical programs. It also
fully funds the Army Transformation
initiatives which I support whole-
heartedly. Additionally, this bill en-
hances critical defense health pro-
grams such as breast and prostate can-
cer research and adequately funds
TRICARE for life.

The fiscal year 2002 Defense bill has
made a significant contribution to this
Nation’s intelligence-gathering capa-
bility by funding the Senior Scout Pro-
gram which I have long supported. I
also pleased that the President’s re-
quest for missile defense is supported
in this bill. We cannot ignore the
threat that our Nation faces from en-
emies who each year grow more and
more capable of reaching our Nation
with nuclear missiles.

However, I am very disappointed
about the funding reduction of $50 mil-
lion for the D–5 Life Extension Pro-
gram. This reduction means that some
of our submarines will carry outdated
and possibly dangerous trident missile
systems.

In closing, I would like to recognize
the exceptional efforts of U.S. Air
Force Major James R. Byrne, who has
served me as a legislative fellow for the
past year. Jim’s command of the legis-
lative process and his ability to re-
search complex legal questions have
been exceptional. I want to recognize
particularly Jim’s outstanding counsel
on homeland defense issues including
security preparation for the Olympics.

Major Jim Byrne is a true patriot, an
officer, and a gentleman. I want to
thank him for his dedication and hard
work, and to wish him well on his new
assignment as he departs the Senate
for Germany. The staff and I will miss
him. I have every confidence, however,
that he will continue to serve our Na-
tion with distinction.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
rise today to support the 2002 appro-
priations bill, particularly some key
provisions that will help ease the fi-

nancial burdens of our men and women
in the National Guard and support
those on the front lines in the fight
against terrorism.

The 2002 DOD appropriations bill pro-
vides $317 billion to our Armed Forces.
I think it is especially important that
the bill provides a 5 percent across the
board pay raise and targeted raises for
skilled positions in the Armed Forces.
I believe we must provide the best pos-
sible training, equipment, and prepara-
tion for our military forces, so they
can effectively carry out whatever
peacekeeping, humanitarian, war-
fighting, or other missions they are
given. For many years running, those
in our armed forces have been suffering
from a declining quality of life, despite
rising Pentagon budgets. The pressing
needs of our dedicated men and women
in uniform, and those of their families,
must be addressed, especially as they
continue to be mobilized for duty in re-
sponse to the attacks of September
11th. It is because of this that I want to
take a second to discuss a very impor-
tant provision for our armed forces in-
cluded in this bill.

This bill includes a provision expand-
ing the protections of the Soldiers’ and
Sailors’ Civil Relief Act to National
Guard personnel protecting our Na-
tion’s airports and other vulnerable
public facilities. This act suspends cer-
tain civil obligations to enable service
members to devote full attention to
duty. It protects our Armed Forces
from foreclosures, evictions, and in-
stallment contracts; reinstates any
health insurance that may have been
terminated during the time of service,
protects against cancellation of life in-
surance, and limits interest on debt to
6 percent.

It is my belief that the SSCRA was
never meant to purposely exclude
Guard called up by the Governor at the
request of the President—as the case of
the Guard mobilized today. Passing
this bill will provide the men and
women of the National Guard some fi-
nancial security, and more impor-
tantly, a little peace of mind.

Although I support this bill, I am
against its provision of $8.3 billion for
missile defense. I oppose the plan to de-
ploy a national missile defense shield
for many reasons. The crucial question
is whether a missile shield will make
the United States more or less secure.
After studying the matter carefully, I
have concluded that deploying a mis-
sile shield is likely to make us less se-
cure, and that we would be better off
using these funds to finance key
antiterrorism initiatives.

The new funding language in the bill
allows the President to choose between
missile defense research and develop-
ment and combating terrorism. I be-
lieve that fighting terrorism should
take priority over missile defense, and
should receive most or all of the new
funding. I am hopeful that the Presi-
dent will choose that option. I would
also like to take a moment to talk
about the importance of the money in-
cluded in this bill to improve our
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homeland security. We have some abso-
lutely urgent national security needs
here at home and I thank my colleague
from West Virginia for his leadership
on this homeland security appropria-
tion. Although I had hoped we could
have provided more money for the im-
portant programs in this package, and
believe we must re-visit this issue
again, I am grateful for what was
worked out and am hopeful that we
will be able to pass this bill quickly
and get the funding in the communities
where it belongs.

We need to beef up our ability to an-
ticipate future acts of terrorism. We
need to better insure the safety of our
borders. We need to ensure the safety
of our transportation system and our
energy facilities. And we need to make
sure that first responders to any future
acts of terrorism have the resources
and training they need to fully, ade-
quately, and safely respond.

I won’t go too much into the details
of the homeland security appropriation
but I would like to mention a few pro-
visions. This appropriation has funding
for: Health and Human Services for lab
security, disaster response, smallpox
and anthrax vaccines; Department of
Agriculture and FDA to hire food in-
spectors, improve lab security and ex-
pand lab facilities; aid state and local
law enforcement agencies; FEMA fire-
fighting grants; border security includ-
ing funds for INS and Customs on the
northern border.

This homeland security appropria-
tion has money allocated for state and
local law enforcement to prevent and
respond to terrorist attacks. This is
money that can be used for programs
such as a local homeland defense emer-
gency reserve fund. Since September
11, support for local public service and
servants has never been more impor-
tant. This type of fund would support
local communities whose resources
have been exhausted by our current na-
tional emergency posture. Specifically,
this money could be used to create an
emergency fund for counties and local
entities to dip into when their local re-
sources have been exhausted by ex-
treme and unforeseen circumstances.
In Minnesota, for example, county
sheriffs provide additional security for
nuclear power plants, water treatment
facilities, refineries, chemical and
other facilities vulnerable to terrorist
targets; but additional security costs
were never factored into local budgets.
The extra costs of new hiring and staff
overtime have already taken their toll
on Minnesota communities’ local budg-
ets and other unexpected costs are sure
to arise in the future. This type of fund
would provide much needed relief and
adequate economic security to our
overtaxed communities.

The homeland security appropriation
also has money for a FEMA Fire-
fighters Grant Program. The FEMA
Firefighters Grant Program provides
grants to state and local communities
to expand and improve firefighting pro-
grams. Over 50 percent of funding goes

to volunteer fire departments in rural
communities. In recent weeks, I have
had the opportunity to meet with fire
department officials and first respond-
ers throughout the State of Minnesota.
The one request that they have all
made to me is for additional support
for training and equipment. We have
learned since the events of September
11 what a crucial role our fire depart-
ments play in all of our communities.
The FEMA Fire Grant program is an
efficient vehicle to get funding out to
these departments to provide increased
training and to purchase new equip-
ment. Given that the issues local fire
departments now confront are national
in nature, it is reasonable that the fed-
eral government provide these addi-
tional resources for training and new
equipment.

The bill in front of us now also has
money to enhance our border security,
particularly our northern border with
Canada. Specifically, the money will be
used to increase the number of INS
border patrol agents and INS facilities,
to create a data base for monitoring
foreign student visas, to increase Cus-
toms Service border patrol agents and
facilities, and for GSA facilities.

In Minnesota, the agencies pro-
tecting our borders—even in normal
times—are understaffed. Given Sept.
11, the situation is now urgent. Border
patrol, INS and the Customs Service
simply do not have the capacity to do
regular inspections as people come
across the border and then to follow-up
after they enter the country. Some
borders are only open part-time in the
summer—such as the border at Crane
Lake. Borders such as these are basi-
cally wide-open. Some are even staffed
via telephone and video. For example,
a person wanting to cross into the
United States from Canada simply ar-
rives and calls the Border Patrol to an-
nounce ‘‘we are here.’’ Many border
crossings do not even have a facility
and the checks are conducted outdoors.
International Falls is one place that al-
though open full time, conducts much
of its business outdoors.

When I first heard about the security
situation on our northern border I was
absolutely amazed. The situation there
demands immediate attention and even
now I question if we are providing
enough. The anti-terrorism legislation
we passed earlier authorized money to
triple the number of security agents on
our northern border, the money is ap-
propriated today will not make that a
reality. But it is a good start.

This homeland security appropria-
tion also contains money that is essen-
tial for fighting bioterrorism. We need
to improve our State and local public
health capacity. There is widespread
agreement that the public health sys-
tem has been underfunded for years.
We need more laboratories, more epi-
demiologist, more equipment. This ap-
propriations bill provides money to do
that. Many local public health depart-
ments don’t have e-mail capacity.
Many don’t even have fax capacity. In

the event of bioterrorism, good com-
munication is an absolute necessity.
This appropriations bill helps made
sure that communication can take
place.

The recent antrax attacks have
shown us that early detection and
treatment saves lives. We learned that
hospitals need help to be able to recog-
nize the pathogens that may be used in
a bioterrorist attack. This appropria-
tions bill provides that help. We
learned that bioterrorism can have a
powerful effect on the workplace. I
have been advocating that we work on
identifying the best ways to maintain
the safety of our workers in the event
of bioterrorism. I am pleased that this
bill provides money for training and
education regarding effective work-
place responses to bioterrorism. We
learned how important the CDC is for
the security of all of us. This bill
makes sure that they have the money
they need to do their job to protect us.
This bill provides funds to make sure
there are adequate supplies of vaccines,
antibiotics and other medicines nec-
essary to protect all of us. These are
not optional programs. They are an es-
sential part of protecting the public
health.

We have got to do a better job of ad-
dressing the needs of our most impor-
tant assets in the fight against ter-
rorism: our law enforcement, fire-
fighters, health care providers, and
other first responders. We have a long
way to go but we have taken an impor-
tant first step today with this appro-
priations bill.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, on
this day in 1941. our Nation was ‘‘sud-
denly’’ and ‘‘deliberately’’ attacked by
an enemy who sought to conquer our
homeland and destroy our way of life.
Today marks the 60th anniversary of
the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, a
day which saw 2,388 Americans perish
and 1,178 wounded. Many though that
American shores would never again be
breeched by enemies, but that most
tragic day in September visited sadness
on our Nation again.

I would have liked to have been in
the city of New Orleans today, as the
National D-Day Museum opens up a
new wing dedicated to the war in the
Pacific. The D-Day museum is a fitting
tribute to all of those who stormed the
shores of foreign nations to ensure that
future generations, would enjoy the
fruits of liberty and democracy. The
sneak attack on American Naval and
Air Forces in Hawaii marked the end of
a distinct period in American history,
and the beginning of another. In the
years that followed that fateful day,
America help up the mantle of Liberty
for all civilized and freedom loving peo-
ple and she still does today.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
supporting the Senate amendment,
which pays tribute to all the soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines who gave
the ultimate sacrifice to the Nation 60
years ago today at Pearl Harbor. It
also pays tribute to the American spir-
it that triumphed over enemies in two
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theaters of the world in the most hor-
rible war man had ever known. This
amendment will also commemorate the
opening of an institute dedicated to
commemorating the unique and power-
ful spirit of America at the National D-
Day Museum in New Orleans.

Victory in the Second World War by
the United States and her allies will
probably be known as one of the great-
est achievements in all of history. The
ultimate victory over enemies in the
Pacific and in Europe is a testament to
the uncommon valor of American sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines. The
years 1941–1945 also witnessed an un-
precedented mobilization of domestic
industry which in large measure con-
tributed to our safety at home and sup-
plied our fighting men on two distant
fronts. As the generation that faced
this challenge takes its final lap, it is
important that we take the time this
day and every day to honor them for
the many sacrifices they made. These
men and women can always be remem-
bers in the promising words of Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt when he
proclaimed in a 1942 fireside chat: ‘‘We
are going to win the war, and we are
going to win the peace that follows.’’ It
was the gallantry of American troops
abroad and the tireless devotion of
workers at home that made these
words come true.

Though our Nation has seen war
many time, the strength of American
democracy has ensured that war is an
aberration and not the norm in our so-
ciety. The conflict we now face will put
great strains upon our Nation and will
ask of us to sacrifice in unprecedented
ways. In times of peace, it is the nat-
ural order that children live to bury
their parents. War violates this Na-
tional order. War causes parents to
bury those children who have been cut
down in their prime by the arrows of
conflict and discord. War makes young
men and women widowers and widows
long before the proper time, and de-
prives our youth of parents to teach
them the wonders of life. This conflict
has already deprived our nation of so
many brave men and women, and many
more will perish before it is concluded.

Indeed, the valorous acts of veterans
are normally remembered in bronze
and stone on battlefields both at home
and abroad. American orators have
been inspired by their deeds to utter
words of uncommon elegance. Today in
this Chamber and in many places
across the Nation, the events of Pearl
Harbor will be remembered. But the
greatest honor we can give to our vet-
erans is the unwritten memorial of
memory, etched not on stone but in the
hearts of all who survive and gladly
toil on liberty’s behalf.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to
express my support for the fiscal year
2002 Defense appropriations bill. I be-
lieve this bill reflects the difficult
times we face, both in the bill’s prior-
ities and in the spirit of bipartisanship
in which it was crafted. I want to com-
mend the Chairman and Ranking Mem-

ber of the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee for their patience and hard
work.

I believe this bill provides funding for
the urgent needs of military personnel
who are risking their lives every day in
this war against terrorism. It provides
for a 5 percent increase in basic pay for
all service members and a targeted pay
raise for midgrade officers and E–4 to
E–9 enlisted personnel. It increases
readiness accounts by $9.6 billion to aid
our soldiers and sailors carrying out
Operation Enduring Freedom and Oper-
ation Noble Eagle. In addition, while
taking care of immediate needs, this
bill also considers the future, and pro-
vides funding for the services’ trans-
formation.

One major transformation effort
funded by this bill is the Navy’s SSGN
program. The President’s budget re-
quest included a proposal to begin con-
verting two of the four Trident sub-
marines that would otherwise be re-
tired under the Defense Department’s
plan to reduce the Trident ballistic
missile submarine force from the cur-
rent level of eighteen boats to a new
level of fourteen boats. This bill adds
$193 million to accelerate the program
and preserve the option for converting
all four boats.

These converted submarines will pro-
vide the Navy with next generation
technology. In one scenario, the SSGN
can be configured to carry as many as
154 tomahawk missiles, more missiles
in one vessel than are now carried in
an entire carrier battlegroup and al-
most as many tomahawks used in Op-
eration Allied Force. During operations
against Iraq and in Kosovo, several
submarines and surface ships were
dedicated solely for missile strikes.
With the SSGN, one vessel would be
dedicated for strike operations and the
remaining platforms would be freed up
for other missions. In addition, this
strike capacity would remain hidden so
it would retain the element of surprise
and be relatively invulnerable to at-
tack.

These converted submarines could
also be configured to carry up to 66 spe-
cial operations forces along with two
advanced seal delivery systems or two
drydock shelters. The ability to insert
such a large number of special oper-
ations forces from a position of stealth
would give the navy an unmatched ca-
pability to conduct covert operations
or prepare for a larger landing force.

Operations in Afghanistan are reveal-
ing on a daily basis the need for the in-
valuable tools that the SSGN can pro-
vide. I am pleased that this bill is pro-
viding this funding.

Now, I would like to address an area
of the bill where I have concerns. The
recent events in Afghanistan and the
reported attempts by Osama bin Laden
to obtain chemical and biological
weapons, and nuclear weapons mate-
rials and technology, including pluto-
nium and highly enriched uranium,
have increased the importance of the
Nunn-Lugar programs at the Depart-

ment of Defense and the related pro-
grams at the Department of Energy.
These programs account for, secure and
destroy weapons of mass destruction
and supporting materials in Russia and
the states of the former Soviet Union.
I believe there is general consensus
that these programs should not only be
accelerated but that they should also
be expanded.

As a result, I was surprised and dis-
appointed when I saw that the Nunn-
Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction
program at the Department of Defense
was cut in the Defense appropriations
bill by $46 million. This cut is particu-
larly troublesome because the fiscal
year 2002 budget request for this pro-
gram had already been reduced by $49
million by the administration. With
this additional cut to Nunn-Lugar Co-
operative Threat Reduction program
the program is $85 million below the
fiscal year 2001 funding level. This is a
19 percent reduction in this important
program, a program which after Sep-
tember 11, is even more important.

I want to note that the additional
supplemental funding that has been
proposed would increase the funding
for the companion programs at the De-
partment of Energy, which I fully sup-
port, but there is no additional money
for the Nunn- Lugar Cooperative
Threat Reduction Programs at the De-
partment of Defense in the proposed
supplemental funding.

I hope the funds for the Nunn-Lugar
programs can be restored at least to
the budget request level of $403 million
before deliberations on this bill are
concluded .

I would also like to take a few min-
utes to discuss the funding for ballistic
missile defense. Before September 11,
ballistic missile defense was the ad-
ministration’s top priority. Today, de-
spite weeks of evidence of other press-
ing needs and vulnerabilities that must
be addressed, ballistic missile defense
seems to still be the administration’s
top national security priority.

In its July budget submission, the
administration requested a staggering
$8.3 billion for ballistic missile defense,
a 57 percent increase from last year’s
funding level. The consensus of the
Democratic members of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee was that of
the $8.3 billion proposed for missile de-
fense, $1.3 billion was ill-considered,
and could best be spent elsewhere, for
example on counter-terrorism pro-
grams. This is consistent with the re-
port of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, which also recommended a
$1.3 billion reduction for missile de-
fense.

I find it interesting that today many
of my colleagues opposed the homeland
security provisions in this bill, stating
there it was unwise to allocate addi-
tional funds despite the obvious needs.
Yet, there is still support for a 57 per-
cent increase in the ballistic missile
defense accounts when the program ad-
dresses a remote threat and is in some
respects overfunded.
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Even if we had a working missile de-

fense system, such a system could not
have defended us from the attacks on
the World Trade Center, nor the an-
thrax attacks, nor any of the other po-
tential threats we face from worldwide
terrorist networks.

The fact is that terrorist networks do
not have ballistic missiles, let alone
missiles capable of reaching the United
States. A ballistic missile leaves an
easily detectable ‘‘return address’’
against which the United States could
immediately and devastatingly retali-
ate. Such a weapon is not appropriate
for terrorists who operate in shadows
and in caves, eluding and evading de-
tection. Furthermore, what nation
would allow a terrorist organization to
launch a ballistic missile from its soil,
knowing that it would mean certain
destruction for that Nation?

Taking into account recent events,
this appropriation bill places ballistic
missile defense into a larger context
and takes $1.3 billion of the $8.3 billion
budgeted for missile defense and allo-
cates it for missile defense and/or
counterterrorism programs, whichever
the President decides is in the best in-
terest of national security. This provi-
sion is consistent with the fiscal year
2002 National Defense Authorization
bill previously passed by the Senate.

Given the seriousness of the terrorist
attacks on our country, and the con-
tinuing alerts of possible additional
terrorist attacks, I urge President
Bush to spend that $1.3 billion on
counterterrorism programs. In the
months following September 11, the na-
tion has come to recognize just how
vulnerable we are to the scourge of ter-
rorism, and now many resources are
needed to bolster our security. By con-
trast, if President Bush chooses to
spend the $1.3 billion on missile de-
fense, he will not be addressing the
most likely and imminent threats we
face, and he will not be furthering the
cause of missile defense, either. That is
because the $1.3 billion reduction ap-
proved by the Appropriations Com-
mittee is for activities that are ill-con-
sidered and poorly justified.

Four simple principles ought to apply
to missile defense programs, or any
other development program for that
matter.

First, avoid deploying equipment
that has not been thoroughly tested.
We should know the equipment works
prior to giving it to our soldiers.

Second, do not fund activities that
cannot be executed. This simply wastes
scarce resources.

Third, avoid excessive funding for
non-specific activities without a firm
justification or plan of how to spend
the funding.

And finally, avoid undue program
growth rates—programs that have been
moving along well should not be dras-
tically accelerated without justifica-
tion.

The administration proposed spend-
ing over $200 million to procure 10 un-
tested missiles and an untested radar

for the THAAD theater missile defense
system. The administration also pro-
posed spending another $100 million to
buy untested missiles for the Navy
Theater-Wide system. These missiles
would, if funded, permit the adminis-
tration to claim ‘‘contingency deploy-
ments’’ for these systems by 2004, long
before the systems are fully developed,
tested and demonstrated to work effec-
tively.

Deploying systems that are not fully
developed and tested is not the best
way to get an effective missile defense
capability for our nation, nor is it a
wise way to spend our defense dollars.
To do this would be to invite what re-
tired Air Force Chief of Staff General
Larry Welch called a ‘‘rush to failure,’’
which we have previously experienced
in missile defense programs, most no-
tably in the THAAD program a few
short years ago. We should not head
down that road again. It leads to
delays, cost overruns and program fail-
ure.

The administration’s desire for ‘‘con-
tingency deployments’’ is particularly
puzzling since the administration itself
has spoken out on the risks of such de-
ployments. Lieutenant General Ronald
Kadish, the Director of the Ballistic
Missile Defense Organization, stated in
his testimony to the Senate Armed
Services Committee that ‘‘emergency
deployments are disruptive and can set
back normal development programs by
years.’’ Deputy Secretary of Defense
Paul Wolfowitz provided similar testi-
mony to the committee.

The funding reductions for missile
defense recommended by Senate Appro-
priations Committee would eliminate
funding for ‘‘contingency deploy-
ments’’ of untested systems, freeing
the funding for the fight against ter-
rorism. I hope President Bush chooses
to provide these funds for counter-ter-
rorism rather than for ‘‘contingency
deployments’’ of unproven missile de-
fense systems.

Hundreds of millions more dollars
were in the administration’s request to
accelerate missile defense programs
that are not yet fully designed, and for
testing of programs that haven’t even
been fully conceived. For example, the
budget request included $50 million for
development and testing of a sea-based
boost program. However, the design of
a sea-based boost system does not yet
exist, and it is unreasonable to request
funding to test a nonexistent system.
The Appropriations Committee sub-
stantially reduced funding for this ac-
tivity, to a level more appropriate to a
program still in its conceptual stage. I
strongly support this reduction.

The administration unduly acceler-
ated a number of programs that are not
ready for acceleration, thereby putting
hundreds of millions of dollars at risk
of being wasted on programs that will
have to be reworked later. A prime ex-
ample of this is the SBIRS-Low pro-
gram, a very complex program of sat-
ellites intended to track missile tar-
gets by detecting the heat they emit

while in space. Not only is this a very
challenging mission, but the program
has undergone substantial cost growth
recently—the current cost estimate for
the program now stands at over $20 bil-
lion. A few years ago the cost of three
SBIRS-Low prototype satellites grew
so high that the prototypes were can-
celed outright.

Substantial cost growth is indicative
of programmatic problems which
should be resolved before spending
more on the program. Options to the
current plan should be considered and
weighed. Yet the administration has
proposed over $380 million for SBIRS-
Low in 2002, a 60 percent increase over
last year’s funding level. Such a huge
funding increase is not appropriate.
The Appropriations Committee rec-
ommended a reduction of $120 million
for SBIRS-Low, and I think this reduc-
tion is very wise.

The Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee has given the President of the
United States a very important choice
to make. Following the lead of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, the
Appropriations Committee has rec-
ommended $1.3 billion of funding reduc-
tions for missile defense. These reduc-
tions are not based on ideology or par-
tisanship. They are based on an objec-
tive technical assessment of each mis-
sile defense program, and are con-
sistent with the four principles I out-
lined earlier.

Even with these reductions, the ad-
ministration would still receive $7.0
billion for missile defense, 40 percent
more funding than last year. By com-
parison, the Department of Defense
only proposed $650 million for research
in chemical and biological defense, a
mere 16 percent more than last year.

The President can choose to spend
the $1.3 billion the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee has offered him on
the real threats the nation is facing
today—on combating terrorism. Or he
can choose instead to spend that
money on unwise, ill-justified ballistic
missile defense programs that will not
increase our Nation’s security. I urge
him to choose counter-terrorism.

This bill was drafted in trying times.
It had to be immensely difficult to dis-
cern which of the innumerable pressing
needs should receive scarce resources. I
believe this appropriations bill strikes
the proper balance and will provide our
fighting men and women with what
they need for victory. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, dis-
located workers in Minnesota and
throughout America need assistance
now. The Nation’s unemployment rate
took another big leap upward in No-
vember, to 5.7 percent, the highest
level in 6 years. An additional 331,000
Americans lost their jobs last month.

For these families, there is no time
to waste. As many of us worry about
what to buy our loved ones for the holi-
days, unemployed workers are wor-
rying about how to provide for their
families. Unemployment benefits are
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running out and savings are being de-
pleted. Laid-off workers are left wor-
rying about how they will pay for the
basic necessities of life; housing, cloth-
ing, food, and health insurance for
their families.

In Minnesota, the Department of
Economic Security reported the num-
ber of applications for unemployment
benefits increased nearly 24 percent
this November compared to November
of last year. Today there are 55,000
workers receiving unemployment as-
sistance in Minnesota, with an addi-
tional 55,000 unemployed who receive
no unemployment assistance.

As the State of Minnesota faces a
budget deficit of almost $2 billion, the
problem is only getting worse. Today,
Minneapolis-based Sun Country Air-
lines announced that it will imme-
diately lay off 900 employees. This un-
derscores the immediate need for Con-
gress to help America’s financially
pressed unemployed now.

We must extend unemployment in-
surance for laid-off workers, putting
money into the hands of dislocated
workers and their families. These are
the people most likely to immediately
spend any additional funds they re-
ceive. This spending on necessary
goods and services will not only help
these families make it through tough
times, they will help spur our econ-
omy. Workers need assistance now.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I com-
mend my colleagues, Senator BYRD,
Senator STEVENS, and Senator INOUYE,
for their leadership on this important
proposal. In particular, their proposal
provides the resources that are ur-
gently needed to begin to address the
challenge of bioterrorism.

Our public health and medical profes-
sionals at the State and local levels
will be on the joint lines in any bioter-
rorist attack. The legislation that Sen-
ator FRIST and I introduced recognizes
the importance of strengthening pre-
paredness at the State and local levels.
The Byrd-Stevens-Inouye proposal pro-
vides over $1 billion to begin to prepare
our health defenses against bioter-
rorism.

The proposal provides the resources
needed to enhance the ability of CDC
to respond effectively to bioterrorism.
By investing $165 million in new lab-
oratories at CDC, the proposal will
allow the disease detectives at CDC to
identify dangerous pathogens accu-
rately and rapidly.

The proposal will expand stockpiles
of pharmaceuticals and medical sup-
plies that will be needed to protect
Americans in a bioterrorist attack. It
will allow work to begin immediately
on production of new smallpox vaccine.

The bipartisan proposal will enhance
the safety of the food supply by pro-
viding the resources needed to train
more food inspectors and conduct re-
search on biological threats against
American agriculture.

The Byrd-Stevens-Inouye proposal
takes the first important steps in pre-
paring the nation for bioterrorism. We

should support this proposal and do all
we can to see that our national invest-
ment in bioterrorism preparedness is
sustained in the years to come.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
thank Senator BYRD for his extraor-
dinary leadership in putting together a
plan that addresses America’s most ur-
gent homeland defense needs. I also
thank him for his tremendous elo-
quence, which has helped all of us, and
all of America, understand the critical
importance of strengthening our home-
land security.

I also thank Senator INOUYE and Sen-
ator STEVENS for their persistence in
making sure we didn’t leave here be-
fore we acted to protect Americans at
home and abroad. Thanks to our col-
leagues, Senators SCHUMER and CLIN-
TON, for making sure this agreement
helps keep commitment we made to
stand with the people of New York as
they recover from September 11. And,
as always, I thank my friend, the as-
sistant majority leader. Once again,
HARRY REID’S patience and his mastery
of politics, policy, and process have en-
abled us to find a principled, bipartisan
compromise.

Sixty years ago, America was at-
tacked at Pearl Harbor. After Pearl
Harbor, Americans instantly and in-
stinctively came together to protect
our nation. Together, we defeated a
mighty enemy. Nearly 3 months ago,
America was again attacked on our soil
by a foreign enemy. It was the first
time since Pearl Harbor.

Now we must decide. Will we do what
that earlier generation did? Are we
willing, in this Congress, to put aside
our party’s agendas, and perhaps our
personal agendas, and do what it takes
to protect our Nation.

It had seemed that the answer to
that question was clear. After Sep-
tember 11, Congress and the President
worked together to respond quickly to
the terrorist attacks and the ongoing
threat. We expressed our strong sup-
port for the President’s leadership in
the war on terrorism, and authorized
the use of force in the war. We worked
together to keep the airlines flying,
and to make America’s airports safer.
We made a commitment to the Pen-
tagon, and to the people of New York
and Pennsylvania, that we would help
them rebuild and recover from the hor-
rific attacks of September 11. We did
all of those things with strong, bipar-
tisan agreement. We had hoped that
support for strengthening America’s
homeland security would be just as
broad.

Clearly, the need is just as urgent.
Yesterday, we learned that the Presi-
dent is preparing his own homeland se-
curity package that he intends to send
Congress next year. The President’s
plan reportedly will cost $20 billion—
nearly three times what is our plan. We
also know that, after Congress author-
ized $20 billion to strengthen homeland
security and help communities recover
from the terrorist attacks, the Presi-
dent’s own agencies submitted to the

White House requests totaling more
than $200 billion for homeland security
alone. The President’s own Cabinet
members identified $200 billion in do-
mestic security needs they said ur-
gently needed to be addressed to pre-
vent future terrorist attacks.

So we all understand that the need is
great, and urgent. We also understand,
on our side, that the Senate can only
act when there is broad support. So, we
will support this bipartisan agreement.
The amount is different than our plan,
but the priorities are the same.

We said there must be more money to
fight bioterrorism. This agreement in-
cludes more money for bioterrorism.
We said there has to be more money to
prevent terrorists from acquiring nu-
clear weapons or the materials to build
them. This agreement includes more
money to do just that. We said we must
keep our word to New York. This pack-
age does that. It doesn’t meet all of
America’s homeland security needs. It
doesn’t even meet all of our most ur-
gent homeland security needs. But it is
better than the inadequate proposal we
started out with. It is a downpayment
on a stronger, more secure America. In
that regard, it is at least a partial vic-
tory for the American people. For that
reason, I intend to support it, and I
hope my colleagues will as well.

When this debate began, Democrats
proposed a $20 billion homeland secu-
rity package as part of a larger eco-
nomic recovery plan. We believe
strongly that was the right thing to do.
After all, if we want people to get back
on planes, and go on with their busi-
ness and their lives, they need to know
they are safe. But our Republican col-
leagues refused to even talk about
homeland security as long as it was
part of an economic recovery plan. So
we agreed to take homeland security
out of our economic plan. Then, the
other side said $20 billion is too much
for homeland security. So we cut $5 bil-
lion from our proposal. They said even
that was too much. So we cut our pro-
posal in half—to $7.5 billion.

Again and again, we have made prin-
cipled compromises in an effort to
reach a bipartisan solution. Now we are
accepting even further reductions in
size of the package—in exchange for a
commitment from our Republican
friends that they will support more
money for bioterrorism and other ur-
gent homeland security needs. We want
to caution our friends, however. We
will not compromise our principles. We
will not compromise the safety of the
American people. We expect to see
these commitments in the final con-
ference report. We do not want a plan
that sells our homeland security short.

Sixty years ago today, more than
4,000 American sailors and soldiers
were killed at Pearl Harbor. Three
months ago next week, more than 4,000
innocent civilians were killed in New
York, at the Pentagon, and in Pennsyl-
vania. The attacks of September 11 re-
vealed, in a horrific way, some of the
gaps in our homeland defense. With
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this vote, we are taking an important
first step toward closing some of the
most dangerous gaps.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
are no further amendments, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read a third time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

The bill (H.R. 3338), as amended, was
passed.

(The bill will be printed in a future
edition of the RECORD.)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on the
behalf of the leader, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate insist on its
amendment, request a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses, and that the Chair be
authorized to appoint conferees on the
part of the Senate, with no intervening
action or debate.

There being no objection, the Pre-
siding Officer appointed Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. REID, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. KOHL,
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SPEC-
TER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BOND, Mr.
MCCONNELL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. GREGG,
and Mrs. HUTCHISON conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
thank my good friend from Hawaii and
congratulate him and his staff for
doing such a marvelous job on a very
complex bill in such a short period of
time. It is a pleasure to work with him.
I also include in that thanks to Steve
Cortese, our chief of staff, and the staff
working with him. It is a very complex
bill. It is my hope we will bring this
bill back to the Senate by early next
week for final passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this has
been a long day. I wish to thank all of
my colleagues for their patience and
their cooperation. The measure that we
have just adopted, I have been told, is
the most expensive appropriations bill
ever adopted by the U.S. Senate.

I wish to thank the staff, Mr. Charles
Houy and his team. Without Mr. Houy
and Mr. Steve Cortese, we would not be
here at this moment. We thank them.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want ev-

eryone to know, Senator DASCHLE said

we would finish the bill today, and we
did it, with a minute’s grace.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to a period for morning business, with
Senators allowed to speak therein for
up to 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

AMERICAN AGRICULTURE’S VUL-
NERABILITY TO BIOTERRORISM

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
today to address the issue of detecting
biological agents that could be used in
malicious attacks against our Nation’s
agricultural industry.

Last month, I introduced S. 1560, the
Biological Agent-Environmental De-
tection Act of 2001, which calls for the
development of new technologies to de-
tect disease agents that can be used as
terrorist weapons against humans.

I am drafting legislation to address
concerns about agricultural security
that will complement the provisions in
S. 1715, the Bioterrorism Preparedness
Act of 2001, which I have cosponsored.

We have heard testimony in hearings
before the Governmental Affairs Sub-
committee on International Security,
Proliferation and Federal Services il-
lustrating the vulnerability of Amer-
ican agriculture to acts of biological
terrorism directed against livestock
and crops, commonly known as
‘‘agroterrorism.’’

Any agroterrorist attacks could have
a profound effect on the overall Amer-
ican economy. The combined cash re-
ceipts for crops, livestock, and poultry
in the United States reached nearly
$200 billion last year, or 2 percent of
our gross domestic product. An
agroterrorist attack would also create
a ripple effect on businesses that rely
on American agricultural products, es-
pecially grocery stores and res-
taurants.

For example, agroterrorist attacks
could reach across the agricultural in-
dustry of Hawaii, which had $521 mil-
lion in revenues last year. Our live-
stock could be attacked with viral
agents such as foot and mouth disease.
In Hawaii, this would affect the price
and availability of beef, pork, and
dairy products. 51,000 cattle and 26,000
hogs were brought to market and
slaughtered in Hawaii last year, while
90 million gallons of milk were pro-
duced by the Hawaiian dairy industry.
Our $100 million pineapple industry
could be attacked with a nematode

pest that causes an estimated 40-per-
cent loss of crop in the first year of in-
fection, and 80- to 100-percent losses in
subsequent crops. Hawaii’s growing ag-
ricultural tourism industry was worth
$26 million in 2000, and any attacks on
Hawaiian agriculture would also im-
pact those revenues.

However, the impact of terrorist at-
tacks against American agriculture
would not be measured in economic
terms alone. A significant loss of agri-
cultural production would also affect
the health and welfare of our nation’s
citizens, not to mention hundreds of
millions of men, women, and children
around the globe who depend on Amer-
ican agricultural production for some
part of their daily meals.

My colleagues are aware of the re-
cent completion of the Human Genome
Project to map the basic genetic infor-
mation contained in human chro-
mosomes. This vast undertaking in-
volved the sequencing of over three bil-
lion base pairs of genetic information.

The diseases that attack crops and
livestock are caused primarily by bac-
teria, fungi, and viruses. Each of these
microorganisms has its own miniature
genome that can be sequenced with a
fraction of the effort involved in the
Human Genome Project. For example,
only last month, scientists at the De-
partment of Energy’s Joint Genome In-
stitute sequenced the genomes of 15
bacterial species, including plant and
human pathogens.

In many cases, we still seek to under-
stand the most rudimentary features of
disease-causing microorganisms, re-
gardless of whether they infect hu-
mans, livestock, or plants. By sequenc-
ing the DNA of select agricultural dis-
eases agents, we can develop diagnostic
tests to rapidly identify agricultural
diseases; we gain fundamental informa-
tion about how each disease is caused;
and we learn how to mitigate or pre-
vent the negative effects of diseases
that infect crops and livestock.

By preparing to detect the inten-
tional spread of disease through bioter-
rorist attacks on America’s agri-
culture, we are also protecting Amer-
ican crops and livestock from the acci-
dental or natural spread of diseases.
With rapid diagnostic tests based on
genomic information, we can avoid the
spread of such diseases as the papaya
ringspot virus, which is carried by
aphids throughout infected orchards in
Hawaii. However, Hawaii’s agricultural
system clearly is not the only industry
that would benefit from pathogen de-
tection systems. The fungal pathogen
Fusarium, which infects many Hawai-
ian crops, including sugarcane, ginger,
and banana, also attacks watermelons
in Texas, potatoes in Idaho, and toma-
toes in Ohio.

I commend my colleagues for their
efforts to protect our urban areas from
further bioterrorist attacks. However,
let’s not forget agricultural America.
We must support the development of
rapid detection methods that are based
on genomic information from disease
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agents that could be used in bioter-
rorist attacks against American agri-
culture.

f

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I rise today to speak about hate crimes
legislation I introduced with Senator
KENNEDY in March of this year. The
Local Law Enforcement Act of 2001
would add new categories to current
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred April 16, 1995 in
Seattle, WA. An attacker threatened a
gay man by holding a gun to the vic-
tim’s head and using anti-gay slurs.
The assailant, Daniel Gooch, 30, was
charged with fourth-degree assault in
connection with the incident.

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend its citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol
that can become substance. I believe
that by passing this legislation, we can
change hearts and minds as well.

f

VETERANS’ BENEFITS
IMPROVEMENT ACT

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise
today to urge an anonymous Senate
colleague to lift his or her hold that
has been placed on critical legislation
for America’s veterans.

As you are aware, the Senate Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee approved im-
portant legislation in October that will
make significant improvements to the
Montgomery GI Bill, expand benefits
for Persian Gulf War veterans, and en-
hance the VA Home Loan program. The
Senate must act on the Veterans’ Ben-
efits Improvement Act of 2001 before
the end of this legislative session.

I have advocated updating education
benefits for veterans and introduced
comprehensive legislation with Sen-
ator SUSAN COLLINS (R–ME) at the be-
ginning of the year to bring Mont-
gomery GI Bill benefits in line with the
rising costs of higher education. The
Veterans’ Benefits Improvement Act
represents an important first step in
ultimately restoring the effectiveness
of the Montgomery GI Bill as a tool in
the recruitment and retention of the
best and brightest in our armed forces.

Unfortunately, an anonymous mem-
ber of the Senate is preventing vet-
erans from receiving these expanded
educational benefits.

I am equally disappointed that this
anonymous hold is threatening our
ability to increase the VA home loan
guaranty in order to keep pace with
FHA loan guaranties and extend hous-
ing loan guaranties for members of the
Selected Reserve.

Finally, I find it disturbing that dur-
ing a time of war an anonymous mem-
ber of Congress is willing to halt legis-

lation that would help Persian Gulf
War veterans with service-connected
disabilities and Vietnam Veterans ex-
posed to Agent Orange. The Veterans’
Benefits Improvement Act rectifies
several oversights for these brave men
and women who served their country
while also illustrating to members of
the Armed Forces that our country
keeps its promises to our veterans.

The Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW)
recently wrote Senate Minority Leader
TRENT LOTT (R–MS) and urged him to
prevail upon his colleagues to release
the anonymous hold on this bill. The
VFW correctly points out that with
American servicemen and women cur-
rently in harms way, there is no jus-
tification for blocking action on legis-
lation that recognizes veterans’ service
to our nation. I ask unanimous consent
to have a copy of the VFW’s letter
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
following my remarks.

I urge all Senators to help expedite
passage of this important legislation
and look forward to continue working
with my colleagues on veterans legisla-
tion.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS
OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, DC, December 3, 2001.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Senate Minority Leader,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LOTT: On behalf of the 2.7
million members of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars and its Ladies Auxiliary, I urge you, as
Senate Majority Leader, to prevail upon one
of your Republican colleagues to release an
anonymous hold he has placed on a piece of
legislation of great importance to our na-
tion’s veterans.

This bill, the Veterans’ Benefits Improve-
ment Act of 2001, would significantly benefit
the men and women who have served in our
Armed Forces as well as those serving today
and tomorrow.

It is our understanding that the Senator
who is blocking action on this bill is con-
cerned that, along with a number of other
important provisions, it would authorize too
much money on enhancements to the Mont-
gomery GI Bill. We are disappointed and an-
gered that this individual would single
handedly prevent a vote on this much needed
legislation, particularly for the sake of pre-
venting an essential increase in a edu-
cational benefit for veterans.

With American servicemen and women on
guard at home and standing in harms way
abroad, we assert that there is no justifica-
tion for blocking action on legislation that
appropriately recognizes and rewards their
very special service to the nation.

This measure is much needed and enjoys
strong support in both the House and Senate.
It is time that it be brought up and voted
upon.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. WALLACE,

Executive Director.

f

RETIREMENT OF JENNY OGLE

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to Ms. Jenny
Ogle, who is retiring at the end of this
month after 23 years of service to the

citizens of Ohio and the United States
of America.

Many of my colleagues might not re-
alize this but Senator MIKE DEWINE
and I have one of the few joint case-
work operations in the Senate. Shortly
after I was elected, Senator DEWINE
graciously offered to combine our case-
work services in an effort to better
serve our constituents in Ohio by
avoiding duplication of effort and by
saving money on staff and office ex-
penses.

To head up this office, MIKE and I
asked Jenny Ogle, who had been MIKE’s
own Director of Constituent Services
since 1995, and who had been a case-
worker for MIKE from 1982 to 1989 when
he was in the House of Representatives.
In the interim years, while MIKE was
serving as my Lieutenant Governor,
Jenny brought her experience to Con-
gressman DAVE HOBSON, where she
served as casework manager.

I knew that Senator DEWINE and I
were asking a lot of Jenny to run this
new one-stop operation, but I was con-
fident, given the great work that she
had done for MIKE and for DAVE, that
she could handle the load and do it
well.

And I was right. For the past 3 years
Jenny has been our Director of Con-
stituent Services, and has done an ex-
cellent job in ensuring that all our
casework is handled properly and in a
timely manner.

One of the things that I have come to
respect about Jenny is her leadership
and interpersonal skills and her ability
to reach out and make a difference in
the lives of so many people. In fact, she
could probably write a book based on
the cases she handled personally as
well as the cases she ‘‘quarterbacked’’
as Constituent Services Director.
Jenny has a unique ability to bring out
the best in herself, but more impor-
tant, she has a real talent for bringing
out the best in her staff.

I have often said that the most im-
portant work that my office does is
outreach to my fellow Ohioans, and in
terms of outreach and getting things
done for the people of Ohio, Jenny has
had a major impact. She can rest as-
sured that her accomplishments are ap-
preciated by me and my entire staff
and her influence will continue to be
felt for many years to come.

I will genuinely miss Jenny’s service
because she is a consummate profes-
sional. Throughout her career in con-
stituent services in both the House and
Senate, Jenny has dedicated herself to
helping solve the problems of tens of
thousands of Ohioans, many of whom
have had nowhere else to turn. She is
one of those rare individuals who can
honestly say that they have made a
difference in the lives of their fellow
man.

I am proud of what she has been able
to accomplish, and I know that her
family is just as proud of her, if not
more so. I thank Jenny for her service,
and I wish her and her husband, Mike,
a happy and healthy retirement to-
gether.
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PRESIDENT HARRY S TRUMAN

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, as
you know, the Senate seat I currently
hold was previously occupied by a dis-
tinguished man from Independence,
MO, President Harry S Truman. So it
is with great enthusiasm and pride
that I take this opportunity to recog-
nize the Grand Rededication of the
Harry S Truman Presidential Museum
and Library on December 9, 2001.

This weekend, the Truman Museum
and Library will open a remarkable
new permanent exhibit, ‘‘Harry S Tru-
man: The Presidential Years.’’ This
compelling installation provides cur-
rent and future generations with an
interactive experience that allows
them to fully immerse themselves in
the Truman Presidency. Visitors will
feel the pressure on Truman and his ad-
ministration during the formative
post-World War II years as President
Truman and his advisors debated cru-
cial decisions, such as use of the atom-
ic bomb and recognition of the state of
Israel. Those decisions continue to
shape the world we now live in. This
exhibit comes after the addition of the
new White House Decision Center,
which opened in October. The White
House Decision Center is a replica of
the West Wing and provides students
with the opportunity to take on the
role of President Truman or of his ad-
visors during the Truman Presidency.

Since its opening in 1957, the Truman
Museum and Library has remained true
to the wishes of President Truman,
who felt his papers should be the prop-
erty of the people and accessible to
them. With this directive in mind, the
Truman Museum and Library house
and preserve White House files as well
as papers that document President
Truman’s life and career. These new
projects are just the latest innovative
exhibits, seminars, and public pro-
grams that have engaged and educated
the public for over 40 years.

I commend all who have made this
renovation and grand rededication pos-
sible, particularly the staff at the Tru-
man Museum and Library. Their re-
markable work and dedication to pub-
lic service exemplify the integrity that
Harry S Truman brought to the office
of the Presidency. Each day as I rep-
resent the people of Missouri in the
United States Senate, I am humbled by
the honor to succeed this great man
and Missouri’s own, Harry S Truman.

f

FATHER MYCHAL F. JUDGE

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ask
for unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing statement, which I was honored
to deliver at the funeral mass for Fa-
ther Mychal F. Judge in New York City
on September 15, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

REMARKS BY SENATOR HILLARY RODHAM CLIN-
TON AT THE MASS OF CHRISTIAN BURIAL FOR
FATHER MYCHAL F. JUDGE, O.F.M., CHAP-
LAIN FOR THE FIRE DEPARTMENT OF NEW
YORK CITY, CHURCH OF SAINT FRANCIS OF
ASSISI, SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 2001

Your Eminence, members of Father Mike’s
family, especially his sisters Erin and
Dympna, his nieces and nephews, members of
his beloved Franciscan community:

Father Mike left us one last earthly gift
with Father Duffy’s homily. That will long
be remembered for its humanity, its love,
and its humor.

My husband and I first heard of Father
Mike during the White House years. We kept
hearing about this charismatic Franciscan
who ministered to the homeless, to AIDS
victims, to immigrants, with perhaps a spe-
cial touch for Irish immigrants and who
loved his firefighters. So we invited him to
the White House for our annual prayer
breakfast, and because I was so intrigued by
everything I had heard about him, and be-
cause I knew that in a big event like that I
might not get much time to spend with him,
I took the hostess’ prerogative and put him
at my table. What a beacon of light. He lit
up the White House as he lit up every place
he ever found himself.

We had just purchased our home here in
New York so, of course, we first spoke about
his love for this city, and he told me the sto-
ries of growing up and shining shoes and ex-
ploring on his own. And we talked about
what drew him to become the chaplain for
the fire department and how grateful he was
because he felt, as you know so well, that it
was a mission he’d been called to do.

On Tuesday, when the worst of evil struck
our city, I was heading toward my office at
the Senate, and I heard first of the crash
into the tower and, like so many people,
thought it must have been a terrible acci-
dent and, shortly thereafter, the second. As I
frantically began making phone calls, we
were evacuated because of the third crash
into the Pentagon. I called the Mayor and
the Governor and the President. And I think
for so many people in those initial hours it
was unimaginable except for those of you
and your comrades who were there in the
midst of it. And then I was called and told
that Father Mychal Judge had died doing
what he was called to do, and all of a sudden
the enormity of the tragedy became very
personal.

It will take a very long time before any of
us can even find the words to express what
this cowardly evil act meant and did to peo-
ple we knew and loved, to our city and to our
country. But as a Christian, I think often of
another terrible day, a Friday of despair,
darkness and death, a Friday that left be-
hind so much pain and hopelessness and yet
Sunday was coming and Sunday did come.

As we continue the work of rescue, recov-
ery, rebuilding, reconstruction, we have to
remember the spirit, the life, and the love
that Father Mike left us. Pulling us one to
the other, giving us strength where it seems
hard to imagine it could ever come again.
And being resolute in our commitment to do
everything we can to ensure that not one
person that lost his or her life on our Tues-
day of death and darkness will have died in
vain.

So thank you Father Judge. Father, you
gave us so many gifts when you were alive.
Gifts of laughter and love. Blessed is he who
comes in the name of the Lord, and you
came to us. And now you’ve gone ahead, but
you will never be forgotten, and we are
grateful for the blessings of your life. Thank
you.

HONORING WILBUR FAISS
Mr. REID. Mr. President, recent

weeks, one of Nevada’s leading fami-
lies, the Faiss Family, has marked im-
portant milestones. The patriarch, Wil-
bur Faiss, observed his 90th birthday
and the matriarch, Theresa Faiss, ob-
served her 86th birthday. In doing so,
they and their children and grand-
children could reflect on 57 years of
contributions to the growth and suc-
cess of Nevada.

Wilbur and Theresa Faiss and their
three sons, Bob, Don, and Ron, arrived
in North Las Vegas, NV, in 1944. North
Las Vegas then was an unincorporated
city. Wilbur opened a small business
and devoted a great deal of his time to
his community, including service as a
volunteer firefighter.

Wilbur became one of the first work-
ers at the Nevada Test Site in the
1950s. He later retired from work as a
member of the Teamsters Union on the
Las Vegas Strip.

Upon retirement at the age of 65,
when many of us might think of slow-
ing down a bit, Wilbur answered the
call of his constituents to become a
Democratic candidate for the Nevada
State Senate. He won that first effort
for public office by one of the highest
margins in the State.

Wilbur served two distinguished
terms in the Nevada Senate, giving pri-
ority to the areas of working men and
women, senior citizens, education, civil
rights, and protection of the environ-
ments.

Theresa’s achievements were recog-
nized in 1996, when she was selected as
Clark County’s Pioneer Mother of the
Year. Of Theresa it was written that
she ‘‘has not won any public honors or
held any office, but she held her family
together through adversity and pro-
vided her sons a model of caring, sup-
port, hard work, sacrifice, commit-
ment, integrity and compassion.’’

Their sons have followed the example
of their parents.

Bob Faiss is a senior member of Ne-
vada’s largest law firm, Lionel Sawyer
& Collins. Prior to joining his firm,
Bob served as Executive Assistant to
Governor Grant Sawyer of Nevada and
staff assistant to President Lyndon B.
Johnson in the White House. The Na-
tional Law Journal in 1997 named him
one of ‘‘The 100 Most Influential Law-
yers in America.’’

Don Faiss recently retired as an ex-
ecutive of Bally’s Resort in Las Vegas,
formerly the MGM Grand Hotel.
Among his public contributions was
service as a member of the Clark Coun-
ty School Board.

Ron Faiss recently retired as General
Manager of the Horseshoe Hotel/Casino
in Las Vegas, after 30 years of involve-
ment in the spectacular growth of the
Nevada gaming industry.

The Faiss grandchildren are also
making their ways as responsible and
productive citizens, as follows: Mitch
Faiss is the co-founder of a leading
electrical contracting company in
Gardnerville, NV; Michael Faiss, after
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many years as manager for a chain of
restaurants, has joined his brother
Mitch in the electrical contracting
business; Philip Faiss is a member of
the staff of a major museum in South-
ern California; Marceline Faiss Ayres
is an educator in Northampton, MA;
and Justin Chambers is a member of
the news staff of KTNV—Channel 13 in
Las Vegas.

Wilbur and Theresa Faiss are in good
health and continue to be active. It is
fitting to wish them happy birthdays
and a happy, rewarding and secure fu-
ture.

Mr. President, Nevada is a much bet-
ter place because of the Faiss family.

f

RETIREMENT OF JOAN DOUGLAS
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I

rise today to pay tribute to Ms. Joan
Douglas who will celebrate here retire-
ment later this month after many
years of dedicated service to the citi-
zens of Ohio and the United States of
America.

For the past 12 years, Joan has been
an integral part of my team, from my
earliest days on the campaign trail
when I was running for Governor of
Ohio, to my current service in the U.S.
Senate. Not only has Joan been a val-
ued employee, she has been a friend to
me and my wife, Janet.

One of the things that I admire about
Joan is her passion for public service,
for it is something that both of us
share. Just like I once did, Joan served
in the Ohio Legislature, and she has
also given back to her community at
the local level, serving 8 years on the
Mansfield, OH, City Council and by
also serving on the Mansfield Elections
Board.

Given her interest in helping her fel-
low Ohioans, I was extremely pleased
that Joan joined my campaign for Gov-
ernor in 1990 and that she stayed
through both my terms. Joan was the
first impression that people had of the
Governor’s office whether in-person or
on the phone, and I believe that her
professionalism and compassion made
thousands of great first impressions on
visitors and callers alike.

Joan has always had a wonderful way
to make anyone who deals with her feel
immediately at ease, whether it was
frustrated constituents, harried staff
or individuals with special needs. She
has also always been cool under pres-
sure, witnessing numerous demonstra-
tions and protests and dealing with
more than her fair share of trouble-
some individuals. And Joan always let
me know what ‘‘the pulse of the peo-
ple’’ was by keeping track of the calls
we received and letting me know what
our constituents were saying.

Not only did Joan smooth over the
problems of countless Ohioans, she also
shared her talents with fellow staff
members, serving as ‘‘den mother’’ to
many of the younger staff members in
my office. Whether it was a shoulder to
cry on, or motherly advice, I know that
many people cherished her guidance,
her comfort and her companionship.

When I was elected Senator, I was
genuinely pleased that Joan continued
to serve the people of Ohio when she
stayed on to work for me. A whole new
generation of staff and thousands more
Ohioans had a chance to get to know
her and experience her warmth and
charm.

My wife, Janet and I appreciate all
that Joan has done for us and the peo-
ple of Ohio and the fellowship that she
has shared with so many. We will al-
ways treasure Joan’s friendship, and
we wish her many years of a happy and
healthy retirement.

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

Tribute to Chick Matthews

∑ Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to a true Amer-
ican hero from my home State—Mr.
Chick Matthews of Greenbrier, AR.

Mr. Matthews was born on August 19,
1901, in a one-room house in Bailey
Town, AR. Growing up in the most
modest of circumstances, Mr. Mat-
thews went on to a distinguished ca-
reer of service to his country, serving
in four wars in the twentieth century.
Mr. Matthews served honorably in
World War I, World War II, Korea, and
Vietnam, either in the uniforms of the
Army, the Navy, or the Merchant Ma-
rine. It is a service record that he can
be proud of, and we are proud of him
for it.

In 1931, Mr. Matthews married Icie
Lee, who served as a postal worker in
Greenbrier and a postmistress in Woos-
ter, AR. Icie Matthews passed away in
1999 after 68 years of marriage to
Chick. She is deeply missed.

Chick Matthews retired from the
Merchant Marine in 1970, but since
then he has stayed extremely busy. He
has been around the world more than a
dozen times. According to his count,
Mr. Matthews has visited over 100
countries. This past summer, just be-
fore his one hundredth birthday, he
traveled with his son James on a trip
that took him to 18 foreign countries.

Today, Mr. Matthews leads an equal-
ly energetic lifestyle at home, tending
to a one-acre garden and visiting fre-
quently with his neighbors and friends
at the Greenbrier Senior Citizen Cen-
ter, where he regales his companions
with tales of his adventures. We should
all hope to maintain such a full and ac-
tive schedule in our senior years.

Through his service to his country,
his love of family and community, his
commitment to making the most of his
life, Chick Matthews represents the
most admirable qualities in the Amer-
ican spirit. In this new century, in
these difficult times, when a new gen-
eration of young Americans is taking
up arms to defend our freedoms against
the threat of international terrorism,
let’s follow the example set by Chick
Matthews in the last century. In this,
the one hundred and first year of Chick
Matthews’ life, it is an honor for me to

pay tribute to his example on the floor
of the United States Senate.∑

f

SUPPORT ON THE COLLEGE
CAMPUSES

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, Today I
rise to recognize John K. Sheridan and
Christopher A. Benson from the Uni-
versity of Missouri-Columbia for their
outstanding accomplishment as jour-
nalism students.

The terrorist attacks on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon and the
subsequent American response has
caused a huge upsurge in American pa-
triotism. Flags are proudly flying ev-
erywhere from balconies and lapel pins.
‘‘God Bless America’’ is the sponta-
neous song of note in arenas, ballparks,
and homes. The fervor is evident in all
walks of society, not the least of which
is the college campus.

In my home State of Missouri, we
have the world’s first journalism
school at the University of Missouri-
Columbia. Recently, two of the top
journalism students published articles
in the Columbia Missourian, one call-
ing for the reinstatement of the draft
with universal service and the other
criticizing Harvard University for re-
fusing to reinstate ROTC on the Cam-
pus.

I commend John K. Sheridan and
Christopher A. Benson for their
thoughtful and Intriguing com-
mentary.∑

f

IN RECOGNITION OF THE COMPLE-
TION OF THE ARCTIC RING OF
LIFE AT THE DETROIT ZOO,
ROYAL OAK, MI

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senate join me today in con-
gratulating the Detroit Zoological In-
stitute upon the completion of the Arc-
tic Ring of Life. For over 75 years, the
Detroit Zoo has educated and inspired
millions, while promoting conservation
and advancing our understanding of
the natural world.

The Arctic Ring of Life is one of the
cornerstones of the Celebrating Wild-
life Campaign, a series of projects
which also includes the National Am-
phibian Conservation Center, and two
other structures that are yet to be
built: The Ford Center for Environ-
mental Conservation Education and a
new Animal Health Complex. Con-
tinuing the renaissance which the De-
troit Zoo has experienced over the past
20 years, the completion of these
projects will further solidify the De-
troit Zoo’s position as one of the lead-
ing zoos in the world.

Polar bears have lived at the Insti-
tute since it first opened its gates in
1928. The Arctic Ring of Life builds
upon the Institute’s long relationship
with the bears of the North. Sprawling
over 4.2 acres, this exhibit will show-
case more than just polar bears. It will
provide a glimpse into life above the
Arctic Circle. At the entrance of the
Arctic Ring of Life, visitors will be
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greeted by a nine-foot granite polar
bear sculpture. From there, visitors
will travel through an Inuit village as
it appeared in the early 1900’s. The ex-
hibit also includes a display of a tundra
area containing colorful grasses,
wildflowers and other arctic plants.
This area will also be home to snowy
owls and arctic fox, two of the most
common arctic animals. Visitors will
then enter into the Nunavut Gallery,
an indoor room containing Inuit art as
well as interpretive graphics.

Beyond the gallery is the most
unique part of the exhibit: a spectac-
ular 70-foot-long passage that allows
visitors to wind through a 300,000 gal-
lon marine environment. The first of
its kind in the world, the tunnel will
take visitors beneath both the polar
bear and seal areas. Those visitors
lucky enough to be in the tunnel when
the bears are in the water are able to
look around and marvel at the grace of
the largest land predator swimming ef-
fortlessly in the water.

After exiting the tunnel, visitors fol-
low the edge of the glacier to the ‘‘Ex-
ploration Station.’’ Maintaining the
exhibit’s goal of educating while enter-
taining, children and adults can have a
first hand experience with the tools of
the arctic scientist while at the sta-
tion. The equipment in the building in-
cludes a thermal imaging station
which children can use to see how heat
is escaping the body, and a remote
video camera which can be used to sur-
vey the exhibit. Following one last
spectacular overview of the whole ex-
hibit, visitors exit with a new and en-
hanced understanding of the fragile
arctic region and its importance for
the world.

The Zoological Institute is one of De-
troit’s most important cultural cen-
ters. Nevertheless, the zoo, like the
city itself, has gone through periods of
difficulty and turmoil. However,
thanks to the dedicated work and con-
tributions of thousands, the Detroit
Zoo has prevailed. Beginning with the
completion of the Great Apes of
Harambee in the late 1980’s, the Detroit
Zoo has renovated or opened many new
exhibits in the past two decades. While
the Detroit Zoological Institute has
long been one of the best zoos in the
country, it is now undisputably one of
the best in the world.

As a lifelong resident of Detroit, I am
heartened to see the renovations done
to the Detroit Zoo and the opening of
this new exhibit. The Detroit Zoolog-
ical Institute is an important cultural
institution for not only the city of De-
troit, but the entire State of Michigan.
I trust that my Senate colleagues will
join me in congratulating the Detroit
Zoo on its growth and wishing it the
best in the coming years.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO FIRST FEDERAL SAV-
INGS & LOAN ASSOCIATION OF
HAZARD, KENTUCKY

∑ Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise
today to applaud the extraordinary and

selfless efforts of the First Federal
Savings & Loan Association of Hazard,
Kentucky in furthering the educational
development of Hazard Community
College and the surrounding area of
Eastern Kentucky.

In the aftermath of the attacks per-
petrated on September 11, Hazard Com-
munity College found themselves at a
loss for adequate funding for their
newly planned building when a major
philanthropist had to withdraw pre-
viously committed funds. The building
was projected to be the campus’ main
building with plans to include a stu-
dent center, bookstore, cafeteria,
meeting area, economic development
center for Eastern Kentucky, and a
community center. Without proper
funding, the project appeared to be
heading for failure. However, in a Her-
culean display of courage and char-
acter, First Federal Savings & Loan
Association, led by President and CEO
Tony Whitaker, stepped in and played
the heroic role.

By locally rising $3 to $4 million
through an eleventh-hour fundraising
campaign to match state and federal
funds and also graciously providing a
half million dollars directly from the
bank, First Federal Savings & Loan
was able to secure appropriate funding
for the project to continue as planned.

In trying times such as these, we all
can learn from the example set by Mr.
Whitaker and the First Federal Sav-
ings & Loan Association of Hazard with
their commitment to education and
the community.∑

f

CONGRATULATIONS DAN WENK,
SUPERINTENDENT OF MT. RUSH-
MORE

∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise
today to congratulate Dan Wenk,
former Superintendent of Mt. Rush-
more National Memorial. Dan was re-
cently promoted and is currently serv-
ing the National Park Service as the
director of the Denver Service Center.

Dan started serving as Super-
intendent of Mt. Rushmore 16 years
ago. Over the past 16 years, Dan has
had oversight over numerous big
events, including the 50th anniversary
observance in 1991, which was a na-
tional observance that highlighted the
memorial’s significance as this coun-
try’s ‘Shrine of Democracy’. President
George Bush, actor Jimmy Stewart and
many other national and statewide ce-
lebrities took part in the event.

In recent years, Mount Rushmore has
also been placed on the national stage
with its awesome and impressive Inde-
pendence Day fireworks celebration.
Thousands of people descend upon the
monument around the July 4th holiday
to listen to patriotic music, witness
one of the Nation’s best fireworks dis-
plays and unite in a patriotic spirit.

During his tenure, Wenk helped
showcase Mount Rushmore National
Memorial to a worldwide audience,
numbering in excess of two million
visitors annually. These visitors have

included presidents, cabinet members,
members of Congress, and national ce-
lebrities. But I know Dan’s biggest re-
ward came in visiting with the general
public and answering countless ques-
tions from inquiring folks of all ages.

In recent years, Dan shepherded a
massive $30 million renovation project
to redesign outdated facilities and ex-
pand the visitor experience at the me-
morial. The expanded amphitheater,
the Lincoln Borglum Museum and the
Presidential Trail are just a few of the
renovations that marked this project.
Expanded and renovated parking, din-
ing and gift shop facilities greet to-
day’s visitors to Mount Rushmore.

Over the years, Dan has not been
afraid to tackle challenging issues af-
fecting Mount Rushmore. He has dealt
with the occasional protester and an-
thrax threat. As the renovation took
several years to complete, Dan recog-
nized the importance of continued
leadership to oversee the project. It
was very important to communicate
the status of the project and the intri-
cacies of the rebuilding phases to the
local citizenry, many of whom were
skeptical of any changes made to the
memorial. At times, during the renova-
tion and parking fee debates, Dan tack-
led the challenge of keeping the local
public informed, addressed opponents’
questions and letters to the editor, and
even answered the occasional congres-
sional inquiry—all with calmness, all
with a professional attitude and all
with a dedication to the final goal,
which was completion of a massive ren-
ovation to one of this nation’s most
prized symbols. As if overseeing the po-
litical wrangling was not enough, Dan
would sometimes get away from it all
and come down from the mountain to
don a striped shirt and officiate local
basketball games. I do not know which
was the bigger challenge: dealing with
intricate construction details and the
occasional verbal or written jab, or
whistling a foul in the final seconds of
a tightly-contested high school basket-
ball game between city rivals.

Dan’s responsibilities for his new po-
sition will include the oversight of
planning, design and construction in
national parks throughout the United
States. Although this is a big loss for
Mt. Rushmore and South Dakota, I
know his experience and leadership
will benefit the entire country. Dan
and I started roughly at the same time.
I was first elected to Congress in 1986
and Dan started at Mt. Rushmore in
1985. It has been an honor for me and
my staff to work with Dan and his
staff, and he will be sorely missed. I
have appreciated Dan’s insight, hon-
esty and professional attitude over the
years. I look forward to continuing my
relationship with Dan in his new posi-
tion and I know that he will show the
same professionalism in Denver that he
showed in South Dakota.

Congratulations Dan and I wish you
and your family the best of luck in
Denver and in your new position.∑
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IN RECOGNITION OF LEE

BOLLINGER’S SERVICE AS
PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY
OF MICHIGAN

∑ Mr. LEVIN: Mr. President, today I
would like to pay tribute to a dynamic
and visionary leader in my home State
of Michigan, Mr. Lee Bollinger.

For nearly 5 years, Lee Bollinger has
served as the president of one of the
world’s premier institutions of higher
learning, the University of Michigan.
During the Bollinger administration,
the University of Michigan has experi-
enced a period of dynamic growth and
change.

At a time when it is essential to keep
higher education affordable for all
Americans, it is imperative that uni-
versities do all they can to provide a
quality education at an affordable
price. Lee Bollinger has worked hard to
place the University of Michigan in a
healthy financial position so that it
can meet its financial obligations. The
University has operated its fiscal af-
fairs astutely under Lee’s leadership. U
of M’s endowment is now the fourth
largest among public universities.

In recent years, some have suggested
that university presidents are chosen
more for their ability to raise money
than for their academic prowess or vi-
sion for the modern research univer-
sity. Despite his success at managing
the University’s fiscal affairs, Lee
Bollinger was not such a university
president. He is truly a Renaissance
man whose vision of the University as
a tool for academic and social progress
permeated all that he did while in Ann
Arbor.

Lee Bollinger’s vision for the Univer-
sity has reinforced Michigan’s role as a
leader in the arts and sciences. He was
instrumental in the construction of the
Walgreen Drama Center, which houses
the 450-seat theater named in honor of
the most famous living American play-
wright and an alumnus of the Univer-
sity of Michigan, Arthur Miller. In ad-
dition, he made it possible to bring the
Royal Shakespeare Company to cam-
pus.

The sciences have also flourished
under Lee’s tenure. He has worked to
develop the University’s Life Sciences
Initiative, which will soon house hun-
dreds of researchers who will probe the
human genome and will work to dis-
cover new treatments for a variety of
diseases. This initiative has the poten-
tial to make both the University and
the State of Michigan leaders in the
emerging field of biotechnology.

My admiration for Lee has also been
shaped by his unwavering support of
the University’s affirmative action pol-
icy in admissions. Under his steward-
ship, the University has made inclusion
and diversity its bywords. Lee has
steadfastly led the defense of the Uni-
versity’s policies in two separate law-
suits that are currently being heard in
Federal court, and which may ulti-
mately be heard before the Supreme
Court. I thank him for his tremendous
commitment to making sure that the

University of Michigan continues to
provide a diverse learning environment
for all of its students. I know the Uni-
versity will continue to fight for these
issues even after Lee moves on to his
new position as President of Columbia
University.

Just last month, Lee was recognized
by the Association of Academic Health
Centers with the Herbert W. Nickens
Award in honor of his strong advocacy
for diversity at the University and in
our Nation. It is an award that is well
deserved.

As Lee Bollinger leaves Ann Arbor
for New York City, I want to take this
opportunity to wish him and his wife,
Jean, all the best. During his tenure as
President, Lee Bollinger enhanced the
University of Michigan’s stature as one
of the premier institutions of learning
in the world. I know that my Senate
colleagues will join me in congratu-
lating Lee Bollinger on his tenure as
President of the University of Michi-
gan. I trust that the Columbia Univer-
sity community will soon come to ad-
mire him as much as we have in Michi-
gan.∑

f

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME
The following bills were read the first

time:
S. 1786. A bill to expand aviation capacity

in the Chicago area.
S. 1789. A bill to amend the Federal Food,

Drug, and Cosmetic Act to improve the safe-
ty and efficacy of pharmaceuticals for chil-
dren.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees

were submitted:
By Mr. LIEBERMAN, from the Committee

on Governmental Affairs, without amend-
ment:

H.R. 2336: A bill to make permanent the
authority to redact financial disclosure
statements of judicial employees and judi-
cial officers. (Rept. No. 107–111).

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, with
amendments:

S. 835: A bill to establish the Detroit River
International Wildlife Refuge in the State of
Michigan, and for other purposes. (Rept. No.
107–112).

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, with an
amendment:

H.R. 700: A bill to reauthorize the Asian
Elephant Conservation Act of 1997. (Rept.
No. 107–113).

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, without
amendment:

S. 1621: A bill to amend the Robert T. Staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act to authorize the President to carry
out a program for the protection of the
health and safety of community members,
volunteers, and workers in a disaster area.
(Rept. No. 107–114).

S. 1623: A bill to amend the Robert T. Staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act to direct the President to appoint
Children’s Coordinating Officers for disaster
areas in which children have lost 1 or more
custodial parents. (Rept. No. 107–115).

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute:

S. 1624: A bill to establish the Office of
World Trade Center Attack Claims to pay
claims for injury to businesses and property
suffered as a result of the attack on the
World Trade Center in New York City that
occurred on September 11, 2001, and for other
purposes. (Rept. No. 107–116).

By Mr. HARKIN, from the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry:

Report to accompany S. 1731, An original
bill to strengthen the safety net for agricul-
tural producers, to enhance resource con-
servation and rural development, to provide
for farm credit, agricultural research, nutri-
tion, and related programs, to ensure con-
sumers abundant food and fiber, and for
other purposes. (Rept. No. 107–117).

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, without
amendment:

S. Con. Res. 80: A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
30th anniversary of the enactment of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

f

NOMINATIONS DISCHARGED

The following nominations were dis-
charged from the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pension
pursuant to the order of December 7,
2001:

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Tammy Dee McCutchen, of Illinois, to be
Administrator of the Wage and Hour Divi-
sion, Department of Labor.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

Public Health Service nominations begin-
ning Ketty M. Gonzalez and ending Amanda
D. Stoddard, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on September 21,
2001.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr.
INOUYE):

S. 1783. A bill expressing the policy of the
United States regarding the United States
relationship with Native Hawaiians and to
provide a process for the recognition by the
United States of the Native Hawaiian gov-
erning entity, and of other purposes: to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr.
INOUYE):

S. 1784. A bill to provide that all American
citizens living abroad shall (for purposes of
the apportionment of Representatives in
Congress among the several States and for
other purposes) being included in future de-
cennial census of population, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mrs. CARNAHAN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. MILLER,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. HAGEL, and Mr.
REID):

S. 1785. A bill to urge the President to es-
tablish the White House Commission on Na-
tional Military Appreciation Month, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. REID, Mr. DORGAN,
Mr.
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BURNS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr.
TORRICELLI, and Mr. JOHNSON):

S. 1786. A bill to expand aviation capacity
in the Chicago area.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and Mr.
JOHNSON):

S. 1787. A bill to promote rural safety and
improve rural law enforcement; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. REED, Mr. TORRICELLI,
Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr.
CORZINE):

S. 1788. A bill to give the Federal Bureau of
Investigation access to NICS records in law
enforcement investigations, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr.
DEWINE):

S. 1789. A bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to improve the safe-
ty and efficacy of pharmaceuticals for chil-
dren; read the first time.

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself and Mr.
SANTORUM):

S. 1790. A bill to designate the lobby of the
James A. Byrne United States Courthouse
located at 601 Market Street in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Edward R. Becker
Lobby’’; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself and Mr.
FEINGOLD):

S. Res. 188. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that lobbyist should not
be granted special access privileges to the
Capitol and congressional offices that are
not available to other American citizens; to
the Committee on Rules and Administration.

By. Mr. SCHUMER:
S. Con. Res. 89. A concurrent resolution

recognizing and honoring Joseph Henry for
his significant and distinguished role in the
development and advancement of science and
the use of electricity; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 94

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 94, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a 5-
year extension of the credit for elec-
tricity produced from wind.

S. 926

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
names of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BAUCUS) and the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 926, a bill to
prohibit the importation of any article
that is produced, manufactured, or
grown in Burma.

S. 942

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON,
the name of the Senator from Utah
(Mr. BENNETT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 942, a bill to authorize the sup-
plemental grant for population in-
creases in certain states under the

temporary assistance to needy families
program for fiscal year 2002.

S. 1214

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. CLELAND) and the Senator from
New York (Mr. SCHUMER) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1214, a bill to amend
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to es-
tablish a program to ensure greater se-
curity for United States seaports, and
for other purposes.

S. 1271

At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1271, a bill to amend
chapter 35 of title 44, United States
Code, for the purpose of facilitating
compliance by small business concerns
with certain Federal paperwork re-
quirements, to establish a task force to
examine the feasibility of streamlining
paperwork requirements applicable to
small business concerns, and for other
purposes.

S. 1324

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1324, a bill to provide relief from
the alternative minimum tax with re-
spect to incentive stock options exer-
cised during 2000.

S. 1478

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1478, a bill to amend the Ani-
mal Welfare Act to improve the treat-
ment of certain animals, and for other
purposes.

S. 1552

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1552, a bill to provide for
grants through the Small Business Ad-
ministration for losses suffered by gen-
eral aviation small business concerns
as a result of the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001.

S. 1566

At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1566, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue code of 1986 to modify and expand
the credit for electricity produced from
renewable resources and waste prod-
ucts, and for other purposes.

S. 1605

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1605, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for payment under the Medi-
care Program for four hemodialysis
treatments per week for certain pa-
tients, to provide for an increased up-
date in the composite payment rate for
dialysis treatments, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1663

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the
name of the Senator from North Da-

kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1663, a bill to amend title
4, United States Code, to add National
Korean War Veterans Armistice Day to
the list of days on which the flag
should especially be displayed.

S. 1675

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1675, a bill to authorize the Presi-
dent to reduce or suspend duties on
textiles and textile products made in
Pakistan until December 31, 2004.

S. 1686

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1686, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for patient protection by lim-
iting the number of mandatory over-
time hours a nurse may be required to
work in certain providers of services to
which payments are made under the
medicare program.

S. 1707

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
names of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from Florida
(Mr. NELSON ), the Senator from Texas
(Mrs. HUTCHISON), and the Senator
from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) were added
as cosponsors of S. 1707, a bill to amend
title XVIII of the Social Security Act
to specify the update for payments
under the medicare physician fee
schedule for 2002 and to direct the
Medicare Payment Advisory Commis-
sion to conduct a study on replacing
the use of the sustainable growth rate
as a factor in determining such update
in subsequent years.

S. 1745

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1745, a bill to delay until at least
January 1, 2003, any changes in med-
icaid regulations that modify the med-
icaid upper payment limit for non-
State Government-owned or operated
hospitals.

S. 1765

At the request of Mr. FRIST, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1765, a bill to
improve the ability of the United
States to prepare for and respond to a
biological threat or attack.

S. 1782

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. BOND), the Senator from
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Sen-
ator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), and the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGA-
MAN) were added as cosponsors of S.
1782, a bill to authorize the burial in
Arlington National Cemetery of any
former Reservist who died in the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks and
would have been eligible for burial in
Arlington National Cemetery but for
age at time of death.
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S. RES. 109

At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
WELLSTONE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 109, a resolution designating
the second Sunday in the month of De-
cember as ‘‘National Children’s Memo-
rial Day’’ and the last Friday in the
month of April as ‘‘Children’s Memo-
rial Flag Day’’.

S. RES. 187

At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 187, a resolution commending the
staffs of Members of Congress, the Cap-
itol Police, the Office of the Attending
Physician and his health care staff, and
other members of the Capitol Hill com-
munity for their courage and profes-
sionalism during the days and weeks
following the release of anthrax in Sen-
ator DASCHLE’s office.

S. CON. RES. 88

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Con. Res. 88, a concurrent resolution
expressing solidarity with Israel in the
fight against terrorism.

AMENDMENT NO. 2268

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. BOND), the Senator from
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Sen-
ator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), and the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGA-
MAN) were added as cosponsors of
amendment No. 2268 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 3338, a bill making appro-
priations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2305

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2305 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 3338, a bill making appro-
priations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2368

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2368 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2372

At the request of Mr. EDWARDS, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2372 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2376

At the request of Mr. ALLEN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2376 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

At the request of Mr. CLELAND, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2376 proposed to H.R.
3338, supra.

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2376 proposed to H.R.
3338, supra.

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2376 proposed to H.R.
3338, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 2401

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, her
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2401 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2405

At the request of Mr. CARPER, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2405 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2409

At the request of Mr. DAYTON, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2409 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2418

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2418 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2419

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2419 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2420

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2420 proposed to H.R.
3338, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2439

At the request of Mr. KYL, his name
was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 2439 proposed to H.R. 3338, a
bill making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself
and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 1784. A bill to provide that all
American citizens living abroad shall

(for purposes of the apportionment of
Representatives in Congress among the
several States and for other purposes)
be included in future decennial census
of population, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
thank Senator INOUYE for joining me
today in introducing an important
piece of legislation, the Full Equality
for Americans Abroad Act. This legis-
lation directs the Secretary of Com-
merce to ensure that all American citi-
zens living abroad be included in each
future decennial census for the pur-
poses of the tabulations required for
the apportionment of Representatives
in Congress. The Secretary of Com-
merce will report its findings to Con-
gress no later than September 30, 2002.

Americans living abroad play an im-
portant role in shaping the World’s
view of our country. As the trade be-
comes more and more global, Ameri-
cans living abroad will have an even
larger role in the exports overseas that
help our Nation’s economy. They vote
and pay taxes in the United States, yet
they are not included in the census.
They spread the seeds of democracy in
areas throughout the world and help to
promote the value of freedom that
Americans hold so dear. We count the
men and women of the Armed Services
and other government employees who
serve this country abroad, it is time
that we count private citizens living
abroad as well.

I commend Representative GILMAN
for his work on this issue in the House
and look forward working with my col-
leagues in the Senate to pass this im-
portant legislation.

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself,
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mrs. CARNAHAN,
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. MILLER, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mr. HAGEL, and Mr.
REID):

S. 1785. A bill to urge the President
to establish the White House Commis-
sion on National Military Appreciation
Month, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am
here today, on the 60th anniversary of
the attack on Pearl Harbor. My father
served in World War II at Pearl Harbor
after the attack, and I grew up with
the legend of Pearl Harbor in my own
life.

I will introduce a bill urging the
President to establish the White House
Commission on National Military Ap-
preciation Month.

I want to begin by thanking my col-
leagues and cosponsors, Senators
BIDEN, BINGAMAN, CARNAHAN, CLINTON,
DEWINE, HAGEL, LEVIN and LIEBERMAN,
MIKULSKI, MILLER, and SENATOR HARRY
REID.

Thanks also are due to General
Tilleli, the president of the USO, and
to Ms. Alice Wax, whose support and
tireless efforts on behalf of National
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Military Appreciation Month have
made this day a reality.

The bill is framed to afford the Presi-
dent the widest possible flexibility
with regard to the recommended Com-
mission and National Military Appre-
ciation Month itself. There is no
money authorized in this bill. The es-
tablishment of the Commission, the
composition of the Commission, and
the scope of the Commission’s activi-
ties are framed as recommendations. I
have framed it in this way to make it
an easy bill to support, because I be-
lieve it is a bill we should all support,
and I will tell you why.

Sixty years ago today, just before 8
a.m. on a Sunday morning, the first
wave of bombers began the attack on
Pearl Harbor that thrust the United
States into World War II. It was an un-
forgettable day for those who lived
through it, one which called America
forth from an isolationist slumber to
defend itself, and in so doing, inspired
a generation of Americans to rise and
lead the defense of freedom around the
world. In the years since that fateful
day, our Nation has become the most
powerful and prosperous nation in the
world. A few short years ago, with the
generation that secured this prosperity
and power still in our midst, I and my
colleagues on the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee heard testimony from
the leaders of our military concerning
the difficulties they were having re-
cruiting and retaining sufficient num-
bers of young Americans in our Armed
Forces. We crafted a package of incen-
tives, and began the process of restor-
ing military compensation to a more
appropriate level. Even today, with re-
cruiting and retention back to more
acceptable levels, we continue to strug-
gle to meet the funding levels required
to sustain a strong military.

Eighty-seven days ago, America was
attacked again, and for only the second
time in modern history, American
blood was shed on American soil by a
foreign foe. Most of the casualties of
this most recent attack were civilians,
a reflection of the many ways in which
the world has changed since 1941. Once
again, a generation of Americans has
been called to rise to the defense of our
way of life—this time not against an
aggressor nation but against the global
terrorist networks that have targeted
us. Osama bin Laden’s network in Af-
ghanistan is our target now. It is not
as clear how many other networks lie
in wait.

Some things are clear, though. The
American military has been essential
in responding to this latest attack.
There will continue to be challenges,
but we must recognize our military in
every special way we can.

That is why we, as a nation, cannot
afford to forget the price of our free-
dom.

Maintaining our military and our
readiness is one of the keys to our free-
dom. I support this National Day of
Military Recognition and urge the sup-
port by this body of the Commission

that recommends the month of May as
National Military Appreciation Month.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself
and Mr. JOHNSON):

S. 1787. A bill to promote rural safety
and improve rural law enforcement; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1787
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Rural Safety
Act of 2001’’.

TITLE I—SMALL COMMUNITY LAW
ENFORCEMENT IMPROVEMENT GRANTS

SEC. 101. SMALL COMMUNITY GRANT PROGRAM.
Section 1703 of title I of the Omnibus

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 3796dd–2) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(d) RETENTION GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General

may make grants to units of local govern-
ment and tribal governments located outside
a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which grants shall be targeted specifically
for the retention for 1 additional year of po-
lice officers funded through the COPS Uni-
versal Hiring Program, the COPS FAST Pro-
gram, the Tribal Resources Grant Program-
Hiring, or the COPS in Schools Program.

‘‘(2) PREFERENCE.—In making grants under
this subsection, the Attorney General shall
give preference to grantees that demonstrate
financial hardship or severe budget con-
straint that impacts the entire local budget
and may result in the termination of em-
ployment for police officers described in
paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) LIMIT ON GRANT AMOUNTS.—The total
amount of a grant made under this sub-
section shall not exceed 20 percent of the
original grant to the grantee.

‘‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated to carry out this subsection
$15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002
through 2006.

‘‘(B) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amount made
available for grants under this subsection for
each fiscal year, 10 percent shall be awarded
to tribal governments.’’.
SEC. 102. SMALL COMMUNITY TECHNOLOGY

GRANT PROGRAM.
Section 1701 of title I of the Omnibus

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 3796dd) is amended by striking sub-
section (k) and inserting the following:—

‘‘(k) LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNOLOGY PRO-
GRAM.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Grants made under sub-
section (a) may be used to assist the police
departments of units of local government
and tribal governments located outside a
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, in
employing professional, scientific, and tech-
nological advancements that will help those
police departments to—

‘‘(A) improve police communications
through the use of wireless communications,
computers, software, videocams, databases
and other hardware and software that allow
law enforcement agencies to communicate
and operate more effectively; and

‘‘(B) develop and improve access to crime
solving technologies, including DNA anal-
ysis, photo enhancement, voice recognition,
and other forensic capabilities.

‘‘(2) COST SHARE REQUIREMENT.—A recipient
of a grant made under subsection (a) and
used in accordance with this subsection shall
provide matching funds from non-Federal
sources in an amount equal to not less than
10 percent of the total amount of the grant
made under this subsection, subject to a
waiver by the Attorney General for extreme
hardship.

‘‘(3) ADMINISTRATION.—The COPS Office
shall administer the grant program under
this subsection.

‘‘(4) NO SUPPLANTING.—Federal funds pro-
vided under this subsection shall be used to
supplement and not to supplant local funds
allocated to technology.

‘‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated $40,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2002 through 2006 to carry out this sub-
section.

‘‘(B) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amount made
available for grants under this subsection for
each fiscal year, 10 percent shall be awarded
to tribal governments.’’.
SEC. 103. RURAL 9–1–1 SERVICE.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to provide access to, and improve a com-
munications infrastructure that will ensure
a reliable and seamless communication be-
tween, law enforcement, fire, and emergency
medical service providers in units of local
government and tribal governments located
outside a Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area and in States.

(b) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.—The Of-
fice of Justice Programs of the Department
of Justice shall make grants, in accordance
with such regulations as the Attorney Gen-
eral may prescribe, to units of local govern-
ment and tribal governments located outside
a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area for
the purpose of establishing or improving 9–1–
1 service in those communities. Priority in
making grants under this section shall be
given to communities that do not have 9–1–
1 service.

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘9–1–1 service’’ refers to telephone service
that has designated 9–1–1 as a universal
emergency telephone number in the commu-
nity served for reporting an emergency to
appropriate authorities and requesting as-
sistance.

(d) LIMIT ON GRANT AMOUNT.—The total
amount of a grant made under this section
shall not exceed $250,000.

(e) FUNDING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to carry out this section
$25,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, to remain
available until expended.

(2) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amount made avail-
able for grants under this section, 10 percent
shall be awarded to tribal governments.
SEC. 104. JUVENILE OFFENDER ACCOUNT-

ABILITY.
(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section

are to—
(1) hold juvenile offenders accountable for

their offenses;
(2) involve victims and the community in

the juvenile justice process;
(3) obligate the offender to pay restitution

to the victim and to the community through
community service or through financial or
other forms of restitution; and

(4) equip juvenile offenders with the skills
needed to live responsibly and productively.

(b) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.—The Of-
fice of Justice Programs of the Department
of Justice shall make grants, in accordance
with such regulations as the Attorney Gen-
eral may prescribe, to units of rural local
governments and tribal governments located
outside a Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area to establish restorative justice pro-
grams, such as victim and offender medi-
ation, family and community conferences,
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family and group conferences, sentencing
circles, restorative panels, and reparative
boards, as an alternative to, or in addition
to, incarceration.

(c) PROGRAM CRITERIA.—A program funded
by a grant made under this section shall—

(1) be fully voluntary by both the victim
and the offender (who must admit responsi-
bility), once the prosecuting agency has de-
termined that the case is appropriate for this
program;

(2) include as a critical component ac-
countability conferences, at which the vic-
tim will have the opportunity to address the
offender directly, to describe the impact of
the offense against the victim, and the op-
portunity to suggest possible forms of res-
titution;

(3) require that conferences be attended by
the victim, the offender and, when possible,
the parents or guardians of the offender, and
the arresting officer; and

(4) provide an early, individualized assess-
ment and action plan to each juvenile of-
fender in order to prevent further criminal
behavior through the development of appro-
priate skills in the juvenile offender so that
the juvenile is more capable of living produc-
tively and responsibly in the community.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to carry out this section—
(A) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 for grants

to establish programs; and
(B) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2003

and 2004 to continue programs established in
fiscal year 2002.

(2) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amount made avail-
able for grants under this section for each
fiscal year, 10 percent shall be awarded to
tribal governments.

TITLE II—CRACKING DOWN ON
METHAMPHETAMINE

SEC. 201. METHAMPHETAMINE TREATMENT PRO-
GRAMS IN RURAL AREAS.

Subpart I of part B of title V of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 290bb et seq.) is
amended by inserting after section 509 the
following:
‘‘SEC. 510A. METHAMPHETAMINE TREATMENT

PROGRAMS IN RURAL AREAS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting

through the Director of the Center for Sub-
stance Abuse Treatment, shall make grants
to community-based public and nonprofit
private entities for the establishment of sub-
stance abuse (particularly methamphet-
amine) prevention and treatment pilot pro-
grams in units of local government and trib-
al governments located outside a Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area.

‘‘(b) ADMINISTRATION.—Grants made in ac-
cordance with this section shall be adminis-
tered by a single State agency designated by
a State to ensure a coordinated effort within
that State.

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive
a grant under subsection (a), a public or non-
profit private entity shall prepare and sub-
mit to the Secretary an application at such
time, in such manner, and containing such
information as the Secretary may require.

‘‘(d) USE OF FUNDS.—A recipient of a grant
under this section shall use amounts re-
ceived under the grant to establish a meth-
amphetamine abuse prevention and treat-
ment pilot program that serves one or more
rural areas. Such a pilot program shall—

‘‘(1) have the ability to care for individuals
on an in-patient basis;

‘‘(2) have a social detoxification capability,
with direct access to medical services within
50 miles;

‘‘(3) provide neuro-cognitive skill develop-
ment services to address brain damage
caused by methamphetamine use;

‘‘(4) provide after-care services, whether as
a single-source provider or in conjunction

with community-based services designed to
continue neuro-cognitive skill development
to address brain damage caused by meth-
amphetamine use;

‘‘(5) provide appropriate training for the
staff employed in the program; and

‘‘(6) use scientifically-based best practices
in substance abuse treatment, particularly
in methamphetamine treatment.

‘‘(e) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The amount of a
grant under this section shall be at least
$19,000 but not greater than $100,000.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be

appropriated $2,000,000 to carry out this sec-
tion.

‘‘(2) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amount made
available for grants under this section, 10
percent shall be awarded to tribal govern-
ments to ensure the provision of services
under this section.’’.
SEC. 202. METHAMPHETAMINE PREVENTION

EDUCATION.
Section 519E of the Public Health Service

Act (42 U.S.C. 290bb-25e) is amended—
(1) in subsection (c)(1)—
(A) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘and’’

at the end;
(B) in subparagraph (G), by striking the pe-

riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(H) to fund programs that educate rural

communities, particularly parents, teachers,
and others who work with youth, concerning
the early signs and effects of methamphet-
amine use, however, as a prerequisite to re-
ceiving funding, these programs shall—

‘‘(i) prioritize methamphetamine preven-
tion and education;

‘‘(ii) have past experience in community
coalition building and be part of an existing
coalition that includes medical and public
health officials, educators, youth-serving
community organizations, and members of
law enforcement;

‘‘(iii) utilize professional prevention staff
to develop research and science based pre-
vention strategies for the community to be
served;

‘‘(iv) demonstrate the ability to operate a
community-based methamphetamine preven-
tion and education program;

‘‘(v) establish prevalence of use through a
community needs assessment;

‘‘(vi) establish goals and objectives based
on a needs assessment; and

‘‘(vii) demonstrate measurable outcomes
on a yearly basis.’’;

(2) in subsection (e)—
(A) by striking ‘‘subsection (a), $10,000,000’’

and inserting ‘‘subsection (a)—
‘‘(1) $10,000,000’’;
(B) by striking the period at the end and

inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002

through 2006 to carry out the programs re-
ferred to in subsection (c)(1)(H).’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(f) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amount made

available for grants under this section, 10
percent shall be used to assist tribal govern-
ments.

‘‘(g) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The amount of a
grant under this section, with respect to
each rural community involved, shall be at
least $19,000 but not greater than $100,000.’’.
SEC. 203. METHAMPHETAMINE CLEANUP.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General
shall, through the Department of Justice or
through grants to States or units of local
government and tribal governments located
outside a Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area, in accordance with such regulations as
the Attorney General may prescribe, provide
for—

(1) the cleanup of methamphetamine lab-
oratories and related hazardous waste in

units of local government and tribal govern-
ments located outside a Standard Metropoli-
tan Statistical Area; and

(2) the improvement of contract-related re-
sponse time for cleanup of methamphet-
amine laboratories and related hazardous
waste in units of local government and tribal
governments located outside a Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area by providing
additional contract personnel, equipment,
and facilities.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be

appropriated $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 to
carry out this section.

(2) FUNDING ADDITIONAL.—Amounts author-
ized by this section are in addition to
amounts otherwise authorized by law.

(3) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amount made avail-
able for grants under this section, 10 percent
shall be awarded to tribal governments.
TITLE III—LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING.
SEC. 301. SMALL TOWN AND RURAL TRAINING

PROGRAM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established a

Rural Policing Institute, which shall be ad-
ministered by the National Center for State
and Local Law Enforcement Training of the
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
(FLETC) as part of the Small Town and
Rural Training (STAR) Program to—

(1) assess the needs of law enforcement in
units of local government and tribal govern-
ments located outside a Standard Metropoli-
tan Statistical Area;

(2) develop and deliver export training pro-
grams regarding topics such as drug enforce-
ment, airborne counterdrug operations, do-
mestic violence, hate and bias crimes, com-
puter crimes, law enforcement critical inci-
dent planning related to school shootings,
and other topics identified in the training
needs assessment to law enforcement officers
in units of local government and tribal gov-
ernments located outside a Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Area; and

(3) conduct outreach efforts to ensure that
training programs under the Rural Policing
Institute reach law enforcement officers in
units of local government and tribal govern-
ments located outside a Standard Metropoli-
tan Statistical Area.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2002,
and $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2003
through 2006 to carry out this section, in-
cluding contracts, staff, and equipment.

(2) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amount made avail-
able for grants under this section for each
fiscal year, 10 percent shall be awarded to
tribal governments.

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself
and Mr. SANTORUM):

S. 1790. A bill to designate the lobby
of the James A. Byrne United States
Courthouse located at 601 Market
Street in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,
as the ‘‘Edward R. Becker Lobby’’; to
the Committee on Environmental and
Public Works.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today,
I am introducing legislation on behalf
of Senator RICK SANTORUM and myself
to name the newly remodeled lobby of
the United States Courthouse at Sixth
and Market Streets, Philadelphia, PA,
in honor of Chief Judge Edward R.
Becker of the United States Court of
Appeals for the Third Circuit.

It would be impossible to find a Fed-
eral jurist in the United States more
deserving of recognition than Chief
Judge Becker. I say that from my inti-
mate knowledge of Ed Becker for more
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than fifty years, since we first rode the
elevated train from Northeast Phila-
delphia to the campus of the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania in September of
1950 when he was a freshman and I was
a senior. We studied together, debated
together, socialized together, and mar-
ried beautiful young women, Flora
Lyman and Joan Levy, who sat next to
each other at Olney High School.

Ed was an honors student at Penn
where he was elected to Phi Beta
Kappa and similarly an outstanding
student at the Yale Law School, where
our law school studies overlapped for
two years with Ed graduating in 1957.
For thirteen years, he was a distin-
guished Philadelphia lawyer in part-
nership with his father, Herman Beck-
er, and his brother-in-law, Lewis
Fryman. During his legal career he was
active in Republican politics. It is, of
course, an open secret that nomination
to the Federal Bench has a political as-
pect as well as the requirement for
legal skills. After all, the President
makes the appointments with some
consideration for the recommendations
of United States Senators. Ed Becker is
an unusual example of qualifying for a
seat on the United States District
Court, where he was appointed in 1970,
for being a Republican loyalist and po-
litical activist as well as an astute, ac-
complished lawyer. Most are appointed
with only one of those two credentials.
In addition to being counsel to the Re-
publican City Committee, Ed took on
candidacies for State Senate and City
Council in Philadelphia which are ka-
mikaze ventures except in rare and ex-
traordinary circumstances.

Judge Becker served on the United
States District Court for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania from Decem-
ber 1970 until January 1982 when he was
elevated to the United States District
court for the Third Circuit. On the Fed-
eral Bench, Ed’s legal scholarship has
been prolific and prodigious. His 958
opinions cover the cutting edge of
evolving jurisprudential issues. He
once wrote an opinion in rhyme. His
opinion in the Japanese Electronics
Case was more than 500 pages long re-
plete with extensive footnote docu-
mentation, as is his practice. He was
recently honored by the University of
Pennsylvania Law Review in May 2001
which details his extraordinary judi-
cial service. He is the fifth most senior
active Federal judge in the United
States.

To name the Federal Courthouse
Lobby for Chief Judge Becker would be
a reciprocal honor. It would be an
honor to Judge Becker. It would also
be an honor to the Federal Courthouse
Lobby.

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED
RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 188—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE THAT LOBBYISTS
SHOULD NOT BE GRANTED SPE-
CIAL ACCESS PRIVILEGES TO
THE CAPITOL AND CONGRES-
SIONAL OFFICES THAT ARE NOT
AVAILABLE TO OTHER AMER-
ICAN CITIZENS
Mr. CORZINE (for himself and Mr.

FEINGOLD) submitted the followintg
resolution; whichwas referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion:

S. RES. 188

Whereas a fundamental principle of Amer-
ican democracy is that all citizens are cre-
ated equal and all should have access to Gov-
ernment leaders;

Whereas there is a perception among many
Americans that special interest groups and
lobbyists for special interest groups have ac-
cess to decision makers that ordinary citi-
zens do not have;

Whereas this perception contributes to a
belief that middle-class citizens, and those of
more modest means, are treated unfairly in
the political process;

Whereas it is important that Americans
have confidence that Congress will treat all
citizens equitably, regardless of whether
they are represented by professional lobby-
ists;

Whereas recent terrorist events have in-
creased the need for security precautions at
the Capitol and surrounding congressional
office buildings;

Whereas tightened security measures may
make it more difficult for members of the
public and lobbyists to gain access to the
Capitol complex;

Whereas some lobbyists are now seeking to
gain special privileges for access to the Cap-
itol complex that would not be available to
other members of the general public who
have official business before Congress;

Whereas giving lobbyists privileged access
to congressional offices that is not available
to the general public who have official busi-
ness before Congress would further con-
tribute to the perception that ordinary citi-
zens are treated unfairly in the legislative
process; and

Whereas granting privileged access for lob-
byists is likely to increase public cynicism
about Congress and the political process and
heighten concerns about the excessive influ-
ence of special interests and lobbyists: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that in establishing rules governing access
to the Capitol or congressional offices for
those who have official business before Con-
gress, lobbyists should not be granted special
privileges that are not available to other
American citizens.

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, today,
along with Senator FEINGOLD, I am
submitting a resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that in establishing
rules governing access to the Capitol or
congressional offices for those who
have official business before the Con-
gress, lobbyists should not be granted
special privileges that are not avail-
able to other American citizens.

A fundamental principle of American
democracy is that all citizens are cre-
ated equal and all should have access

to government leaders. Unfortunately,
there is a perception among many
Americans that special interests and
their lobbyists have access to decision-
makers that ordinary citizens lack.
This contributes to the widespread be-
lief that middle class citizens, and
those of more modest means, are treat-
ed unfairly in the political process. In
my view, it is critically important that
we do everything reasonably prac-
ticable to give Americans confidence
that Congress will treat all citizens eq-
uitably, regardless of whether they are
represented by professional lobbyists.

Recent terrorist events have focused
attention on the need for security pre-
cautions at the Capitol and sur-
rounding congressional office build-
ings. Already, tightened security meas-
ures have restricted access to the Cap-
itol. I expect that other changes will be
considered in the future as we seek to
find an appropriate balance between le-
gitimate security concerns and the
need to give citizens access to their
elected representatives. Unfortunately,
in recent weeks, we have heard increas-
ingly that some professional lobbyists
are seeking to gain special privileges
for access to the Capitol complex that
would not be available to other mem-
bers of the general public who have of-
ficial business before the Congress. I
believe that granting such special ac-
cess would be a mistake, and that is
why I am introducing this resolution.

I understand that lobbyists can play
an important role in the legislative
process and have legitimate rights to
participate in that process, just like
other Americans. In my view, however,
it would not be fair to provide lobbyist
with special privileges that are not
provided to other citizens who have of-
ficial business before the Congress.
Such privileged access would further
contribute to the perception that ordi-
nary citizens are treated unfairly in
the legislative process and heighten
concerns about the excessive influence
of special interests and lobbyists. All
Americans have a stake in debates be-
fore the Congress, not just lobbyists. If
an elderly individual spends her own
money to come to Washington to pro-
tect her Social Security benefits, there
is no reason why she should face great-
er restrictions than a lobbyist rep-
resenting a corporation seeking a spe-
cial tax break. I hope my colleagues
will support this resolution.

f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 89—RECOGNIZING AND HON-
ORING JOSEPH HENRY FOR HIS
SIGNIFICANT AND DISTIN-
GUISHED ROLE IN THE DEVEL-
OPMENT AND ADVANCEMENT OF
SCIENCE AND THE USE OF ELEC-
TRICITY
Mr. SCHUMER submitted the fol-

lowing concurrent resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary:

S. CON. RES. 89

Whereas Joseph Henry, a native of New
York, deserves recognition and honor for his
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distinguished contributions to the develop-
ment and advancement of science and the
use of electricity and for his public service
to the United States during the 19th century;

Whereas Joseph Henry was born December
17, 1797, in Albany, New York, the son of Wil-
liam and Ann Henry;

Whereas Joseph Henry served as an appren-
tice to John Doty, a watchmaker and jew-
eler, in preparation for attendance at the Al-
bany Academy;

Whereas from 1819 to 1822, Joseph Henry
attended advanced classes at the Albany
Academy and, in the spring of 1826, was
elected to the professorship of Mathematics
and Natural Philosophy in the Albany Acad-
emy;

Whereas Joseph Henry revolutionized sci-
entific education by using experiment-based
teaching methods at the Albany Academy,
and in 1829 was awarded an honorary mas-
ter’s degree by Union College, despite having
no formal college education;

Whereas Joseph Henry conducted many ex-
periments with electromagnets, which led to
his successful design and construction of an
electromagnet capable of lifting 750 pounds;

Whereas Joseph Henry continued to im-
prove upon the development of the electro-
magnet, building an electromagnet for Yale
University in 1831 that was capable of lifting
2,300 pounds, and another electromagnet in
1833, known as ‘‘Big Ben’’, that was capable
of lifting 3,500 pounds, and was, at the time,
the most powerful electromagnet ever built;

Whereas in January 1831, Joseph Henry
helped lay the groundwork for the develop-
ment of the electromagnetic telegraph by
distinguishing between quantity and inten-
sity magnets and by publishing those find-
ings in the American Journal of Science;

Whereas the modern practical unit of in-
duction is commonly referred to as the
‘‘Henry’’ in honor of Joseph Henry’s research
and discoveries regarding self-induction;

Whereas Joseph Henry, while conducting
research at the Albany Academy, invented
an electromagnetic motor made of a hori-
zontally poised bar electromagnet that
would rock back and forth as the current
through it was automatically reversed;

Whereas Joseph Henry, while serving as
Professor of Natural Philosophy in the Col-
lege of New Jersey at Princeton (later re-
named ‘‘Princeton University’’), conducted
experiments from 1838 to 1842 that laid the
theoretical groundwork for modern step-up
and step-down transformers;

Whereas, on December 14, 1846, Joseph
Henry was selected as the first Secretary and
Director of the Smithsonian Institution;

Whereas, in his first report to the Board of
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution, Jo-
seph Henry proclaimed that the purpose of
the Smithsonian Institution, the increase
and diffusion of knowledge among men,
would be best achieved by supporting origi-
nal research and providing for the wide dis-
tribution of the most recent findings in the
various fields of natural sciences;

Whereas in 1850 Joseph Henry, as Secretary
of the Smithsonian Institution, established
the system of receiving weather reports by
telegraph and utilizing such reports to pre-
dict weather conditions and issue storm
warnings;

Whereas in 1869 Congress established a na-
tional weather bureau upon the rec-
ommendation of Joseph Henry;

Whereas Joseph Henry was appointed as a
member of the Light House Board in 1852,
and served as its president from 1871 until
his death in 1878;

Whereas Joseph Henry was an original
member of the National Academy of
Sciences, its vice president in 1866, and its
president from 1868 until his death in 1878;

Whereas Joseph Henry died in the District
of Columbia on May 13, 1878;

Whereas Joseph Henry’s prominence was
such that a memorial service was held in his
honor on January 16, 1879, in the Hall of the
House of Representatives, and was attended
by the President, Vice President, members of
the President’s Cabinet, Justices of the Su-
preme Court, Members of Congress, and
members of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution; and

Whereas the memory of Joseph Henry was
honored at the opening of the Library of
Congress in 1890 by including a statue of Jo-
seph Henry among the 16 bronze portrait
statues on display which represent human
development and civilization: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress recog-
nizes and honors Joseph Henry for his sig-
nificant and distinguished role in the devel-
opment and advancement of science and the
use of electricity.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 2310. Mr. LUGAR (for himself, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. DOMENICI,
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. DODD,
Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SMITH, of Oregon,
Mr. REED, Mr. CONRAD, and Mr. CLELAND)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill H.R. 3338, making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2311. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2312. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2313. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2314. Mr. BUNNING (for himself and Mr.
MCCONNELL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R.
3338, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2315. Mr. DOMENICI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2316. Mr. DOMENICI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2317. Mr. McCONNELL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2318. Mr. McCONNELL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2319. Mr. DURBIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2320. Mr. SHELBY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2321. Mr. SHELBY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2322. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the

bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2323. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2324. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2325. Mr. REID (for Mr. WELLSTONE (for
himself, Mr. GREGG, Mr. DAYTON, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. CARPER, Mr.
REID, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. BOND,
and Mrs. CLINTON)) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2326. Mr. VOINOVICH submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2327. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2328. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2329. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2330. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2331. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2332. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2333. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2334. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2335. Mr. GREGG submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2336. Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. MIL-
LER, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. HATCH, Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. BOND, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. FRIST, and Mr. HUTCHINSON) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2337. Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2338. Mr. COCHRAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2339. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2340. Mr. BUNNING submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2341. Mr. DOMENICI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2342. Mr. BAYH (for himself and Mr.
SANTORUM) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R.
3338, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2343. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DORGAN, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. REID,
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mr.
JOHNSON) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2344. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2345. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2346. Mr. SHELBY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2347. Mr. SHELBY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2348. Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. STE-
VENS, and Mr. INOUYE) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2349. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and
Mr. HELMS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2350. Mr. ALLEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2351. Mr. SMITH, of Oregon submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, supra; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2352. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. GRAMM (for
himself and Mr. MCCAIN)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2353. Mr. BOND (for himself and Mrs.
CARNAHAN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2354. Mr. BOND proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2355. Mr. BOND proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2356. Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. BIDEN, and Mr. CARPER) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2357. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. NICKLES)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2358. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LOTT) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2359. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. KENNEDY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2360. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REID) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2361. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REID) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2362. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REID) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2363. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. WARNER)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2364. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. LINCOLN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2365. Mr. INOUYE proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2366. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. MCCON-
NELL) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2367. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KERRY) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2368. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KERRY) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2369. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. FEINSTEIN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2370. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KENNEDY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2371. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KENNEDY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2372. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. HELMS)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2373. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. HELMS)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2374. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. HELMS)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2375. Mr. INOUYE proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2376. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. WARNER)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2377. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. BURNS)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2378. Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2379. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. MCCON-
NELL) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2380. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. GREGG)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2381. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SHELBY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2382. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. BIDEN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2383. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SPECTER)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2384. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. GRASSLEY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2385. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. VOINOVICH)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2386. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KERRY (for
himself and Mr. SMITH, of New Hampshire))
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2387. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. FEINSTEIN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2388. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. FEINSTEIN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2389. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LUGAR (for
himself, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. HAGEL,
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. DODD, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. SMITH, of Oregon, Mr. REED, Mr.
CONRAD, and Mr. CLELAND)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2390. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LOTT (for
himself and Mr. COCHRAN)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2391. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LOTT) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2392. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LOTT) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2393. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. HELMS (for
himself and Mr. EDWARDS)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2394. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LOTT) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2395. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. COLLINS)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2396. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. COLLINS)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2397. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. COLLINS)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2398. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms. LANDRIEU)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2399. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms. LANDRIEU)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2400. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. THOMPSON)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2401. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DORGAN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2402. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. HARKIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2403. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REED) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2404. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REED) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2405. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. BIDEN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2406. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. CARNAHAN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2407. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. NELSON, of
Florida) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2408. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DEWINE) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2409. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. CLELAND)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2410. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. CLELAND)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2411. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. SNOWE)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2412. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. SNOWE)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2413. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. CLELAND)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2414. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. BUNNING)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2415. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms. LANDRIEU)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2416. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. COLLINS)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2417. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2418. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2419. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2420. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2421. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2422. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. SARBANES)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2423. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. TORRICELLI)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2424. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. TORRICELLI)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2425. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. BINGAMAN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2426. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. COCHRAN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2427. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SHELBY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2428. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SANTORUM)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.
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SA 2429. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SANTORUM)

proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2430. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SANTORUM)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2431. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SANTORUM)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2432. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KENNEDY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2433. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. HARKIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2434. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SHELBY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2435. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. BUNNING)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2436. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2437. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. MCCAIN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2438. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms. STABENOW)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2439. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms. STABENOW)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2440. Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2441. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. GREGG)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2442. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DURBIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2443. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SPECTER)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2444. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REID) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2445. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. MURRAY)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2446. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. DOMENICI)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2447. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DURBIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2448. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. DOMENICI)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2449. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. HARKIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2450. Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2451. Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2452. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. BOND) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2453. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DASCHLE)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2454. Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2455. Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2456. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. DOMENICI)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2457. Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, supra.

SA 2458. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. BIDEN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2459. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DASCHLE)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
supra.

SA 2460. Mr. REID (for Mr. KERRY (for him-
self and Mr. BOND)) proposed an amendment

to the bill S. 1196, to amend the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958, and for other
purposes.

SA 2461. Mr. REID (for Mr. STEVENS) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill S. 703, to ex-
tend the effective period of the consent of
Congress to the interstate compact relating
to the restoration of Atlantic salmon to the
Connecticut River Basin and creating the
Connecticut River Atlantic Salmon Commis-
sion, and for other purposes.

SA 2462. Mr. REID (for Mr. ROCKEFELLER
(for himself and Mr. SPECTER)) proposed an
amendment to the bill S. 1088, to amend title
38, United States Code, to facilitate the use
of educational assistance under the Mont-
gomery GI Bill for education leading to em-
ployment in high technology industry, and
for other purposes.

SA 2463. Mr. REID (for Mr. ROCKEFELLER)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 1291,
to amend title 38, United States Code, to
modify and improve authorities relating to
education benefits, burial benefits, and voca-
tional rehabilitation benefits for veterans, to
modify certain authorities relating to the
United States Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims, and for other purposes.

f

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS
SA 2310. Mr. LUGAR (for himself, Mr.

LEVIN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. DODD, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Mr. REED, Mr. CONRAD, and Mr.
CLELAND) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A,
add the following:

SEC. 8135 (a) INCREASE IN AMOUNT AVAIL-
ABLE FOR FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT RE-
DUCTION.—The amount appropriated by title
II of this division under the heading
‘‘FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION’’
is hereby increased by $46,000,000.

(b) OFFSET.—The amount appropriated by
title II of this division under the heading
‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-
WIDE’’ is hereby decreased by $46,000,000.

SA 2311. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by her to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, $2,500,000 may be
made available for the High Speed Assault
Craft Advanced Composite Engineering and
Manufacturing Demonstrator.

SA 2312. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by her to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, $15,000,000 may be
made available for the Gulf States Initiative.

SA 2313. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title VI of this division for the Defense
Health Program for the Peer Reviewed Med-
ical Research Program, $10,000,000 may be
used for applied clinical research to measure
medical and health care outcomes in the
military health care system.

SA 2314. Mr. BUNNING (for himself
and Mr. MCCONNELL) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, NAVY’’, $5,000,000 may made be avail-
able for a program at the Naval Medical Re-
search Center (NMRC) to treat victims of ra-
diation exposure (PE0604771N).

SA 2315. Mr. DOMENICI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill for
Technical Corrections, insert the following:

Section XXX. Of the funds provided in this
or any other Act for ‘‘Defense Environ-
mental Restoration and Waste Management’’
at the Department of Energy, up to $500,000
shall be available to the Secretary of Energy
for safety improvements to roads along the
shipping route to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant site.

SA 2316. Mr. DOMENICI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:
TITLE COMMERCIAL REUSABLE IN-SPACE

TRANSPORTATION

SEC. . SHORT TITLE.
(a) Short Title—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Commercial Reusable In-Space Trans-
portation Act of 2001’’.
SEC. . FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
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(1) It is in national interest to encourage

the development of cost-effective, in-space
transportation systems, which would be de-
veloped and operated by the private sector
on commercial basis;

(2) Reusable in-space transportation sys-
tems will introduce higher levels of perform-
ance into in-space operations, more efficient
and safe end of life satellite disposal and in-
crease the capability and reliability of exist-
ing ground-to-space launch vehicles;

(3) Commercial reusable in-space transpor-
tation systems will enhance the Nation’s
economic well-being and national security
by reducing space operations costs for com-
mercial and national space programs, adding
new space capabilities to space operations;

(4) Commercial reusable in-space transpor-
tation systems will provide new cost-effec-
tive space capabilities, including: orbital
transfers from low altitude orbits to high al-
titude orbits and return; correct erroneous
orbits of satellites; recover, refurbish, and
refuel satellites; and, provide upper stage
functions to increase ground-to-orbit launch
vehicle payloads to geostationary and other
high energy orbits;

(5) Commercial reusable in-space transpor-
tation systems can enhance and enable the
space exploration of the United States by
providing lower cost trajectory injection
from earth orbit, transit trajectory control,
and planet arrival deceleration to support
potential Mars, Pluto, and other NASA plan-
etary missions;

(6) Satellites stranded in erroneous earth
orbits due to deficiencies in their launch rep-
resent major situations of economic loss to
the United States, which has been as high as
$3,000,000,000 to $4,000,000,000 within a 12
month period, and present major concerns
for the current backlog of national space as-
sets valued at $20,000,000,000;

(7) A commercial reusable in-space trans-
portation system can provide new options for
alternative planning approaches and risk
management to enhance the mission assur-
ance of national space assets;

(8) A commercial reusable in-space trans-
portation system developed by the private
sector can provide in-space transportation
services to the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, Department of De-
fense, National Reconnaissance Office, and
other agencies without the need for the
United States to bear the cost of develop-
ment;

(9) The provision of limited direct loans or
loan guarantees, with the cost of credit risk
to the United States paid by the private-sec-
tor, is an effective means by which the
United States can help qualifying private-
sector companies secure otherwise unattain-
able private financing, while at the same
time minimizing government commitment
and involvement; and

(10) It is in the national interest to utilize
existing loan and loan guarantee programs
to promote the development of in-space
transportation systems, which are reusable
and provide cost-effective solutions to oper-
ations within the space environment.
SEC. . DEFINITIONS.

For purpose of this Act:
(1) The term ‘‘commercial provider’’ means

any person or entity providing commercial
reusable in-orbit space transportation serv-
ices, primary control of which is held by per-
sonal other than Federal, State, local and
foreign governments;

(2) The term ‘‘United States commercial
provider’’ means any commercial provider,
organized under the laws of the United
States, which is more than 50 percent owned
by United States national;

(3) The term ‘‘in-space transportation serv-
ices’’ means those operations and activities

involved in the direct transportation or at-
tempted transportation of a payload or ob-
ject from one orbit to another by means of
an in-space transportation vehicle;

(4) The term ‘‘in-space transportation vehi-
cle’’ means any vehicle designed to be based
and operated in space; designed to transport
various payloads or objects from one orbit to
another orbit; and, designed to be reusable
and refueled in space;

(5) The term ‘‘in-space transportation sys-
tem’’ means the space and ground elements,
including in-space transportation vehicles
and support space systems, and ground ad-
ministration and control facilities and asso-
ciated equipment, necessary for the provi-
sion of in-space transportation services;

(6) The term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the
Administrator of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration; and

(7) The term ‘‘Borrower’’ means any United
States commercial provider receiving a loan
or loan guarantee under this title to develop
an in-space transportation system for the
purpose of providing in-space transportation
services.
SEC. . COMMERCIAL REUSABLE IN-SPACE

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS AU-
THORITY.

(1) The Administrator is authorized to
make or guarantee loans to Borrowers for
the purpose of developing in-space transpor-
tation systems.

(2) There is authorized the total amount
not to exceed in the aggregate $1,500,000,000
for the loan commitments authorized in sub-
section (1).

(3) The Administrator is authorized to re-
ceive from any Borrower a credit subsidy
amount such that no appropriated funds are
required for any direct loan or loan guar-
antee authorized in this title, as finally de-
termined by the Administrator in accord-
ance with the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990.

(4) The credit subsidy is authorized to be
paid to the Administrator in amounts pro-
portional to the amounts of loan disburse-
ments received by any Borrower under the
direct loan or loan guarantee, as determined
by the Administrator.

(5) The Administrator is authorized to col-
lect from any Borrower, and use, an amount
not to exceed 0.5% of the amount borrowed
for the administrative expenses and other
annual costs of the direct loan or the loan
guarantee.

(6) The Administrator is authorized to ad-
minister and oversee the Federal credit pro-
grams authorized under this title in accord-
ance with existing law.
SEC. . TERMS AND CONDITIONS.

Loans made or guaranteed under this Act
will be on such terms and conditions as the
Administrator may prescribe, except that:

(1) Loans made or guaranteed will provide
for complete amortization within a period
not to exceed 20 years, or 100 percent of the
useful life of any physical asset to be fi-
nanced by the loan, whichever is shorter as
determined by the Administrator;

(2) No loan made or guaranteed will be sub-
ordinated to another debt contracted by the
Borrower or to any other claim against the
Borrower;

(3) No loan will be guaranteed unless the
Administrator determines that the Borrower
is responsible and that adequate provision is
made for servicing the loan on reasonable
terms and protecting the financial interests
of the United States;

(4) No loan will be guaranteed if the in-
come from such loan is excluded from gross
income for the purposes of Chapter 1 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended,
or if the guarantee provides significant col-
lateral or security, as determined by the Ad-

ministrator, for other obligations the income
from which is so excluded;

(5) Direct loans and interest supplements
on guaranteed loans will be at an interest
rate that is set by reference to a benchmark
interest rate (yield) on marketable Treasury
securities with a similar maturity to the di-
rect loans being made or the non-Federal
loans being guaranteed. The minimum inter-
est rate of these loans will be at the interest
rate of the benchmark financial instrument;
and

(6) Any guarantee will be conclusive evi-
dence that said guarantee has been properly
obtained; that the underlying loan qualifies
for such guarantee; and that, but for fraud or
material misrepresentation by the holder,
such guarantee will be presumed to be valid,
legal, and enforceable.
SEC. . PAYMENT OF LOSSES.

(a) The Attorney General will take such
action as may be appropriate to enforce any
right accruing to the United states as a re-
sult of the issuance of any guarantee under
this Act.

(b) Nothing in this section will be con-
strued to preclude any forbearance for the
benefit of the Borrower which may be agreed
upon by the parties to the guaranteed loan
and approved by the Administrator, provided
that there will be no cost to the Government
as defined under the Federal Credit Reform
Act of 1990.

(c) In the event the Borrower defaults on
the loan and not withstanding any other pro-
vision of law relating to the acquisition,
handling, or disposal of property by the
United States, the Administrator will have
the right in his discretion to complete, re-
condition, reconstruct, renovate, repair,
maintain, operate, or sell any property ac-
quired by him pursuant to the provisions of
this Act.

SA 2317. Mr. MCCONNELL submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. ll. (a) ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.—Not
later than March 15, 2002, the Secretary of
the Army shall submit to the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and House of
Representatives a report containing an as-
sessment of current risks under, and various
alternatives to, the current Army plan for
the destruction of chemical weapons.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report under sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description and assessment of the
current risks in the storage of chemical
weapons arising from potential terrorist at-
tacks.

(2) A description and assessment of the
current risks in the storage of chemical
weapons arising from storage of such weap-
ons after April 2007, the required date for dis-
posal of such weapons as stated in the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention.

(3) A description and assessment of various
options for eliminating or reducing the risks
described in paragraphs (1) and (2).

(c) CONSIDERATIONS.—In preparing the re-
port, the Secretary shall take into account
the plan for the disassembly and neutraliza-
tion of the agents in chemical weapons as de-
scribed in Army engineering studies in 1985
and 1996, the 1991 Department of Defense
Safety Contingency Plan, and the 1993 find-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences on
disassembly and neutralization of chemical
weapons.
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SA 2318. Mr. MCCONNELL submitted

an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the funds appropriated by this
division for research, development, test and
evaluation, Navy, up to $4,000,000 may be
used to support development and testing of
new designs of low cost digital modems for
Wideband Common Data Link.

SA 2319. Mr. DURBIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the Appropriate place in DIVISION E—
TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . Nutwood Levee, Illinois. The En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 2002 (Public Law 107–66) is amended
under the heading ‘‘Title I, Department of
Defense-Civil, Department of the Army,
Corps of Engineers-Civil, Construction, Gen-
eral’’ by inserting after ‘‘$3,500,000’’ but be-
fore the ‘‘.’’ ‘‘: Provided further, That using
$400,000 of the funds appropriated herein, the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, is directed to initiate
construction on the Nutwood Levee, Illinois
project’’.

SA 2320. Mr. SHELBY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. The amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, AIR FORCE’’ is hereby increased by
$1,000,000, with the amount of the increase to
be available for Low Cost Launch Vehicle
Technology.

SA 2321. Mr. SHELBY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
under title IV for research, development,
test and evaluation, Army, $2,000,000 shall be
available for the Collaborative Engineering
Center of Excellence, $3,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Battlefield Ordnance Awareness
and $4,000,000 shall be available for the Coop-
erative Micro-satellite Experiment.

SA 2322. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-

fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

Beginning on page 250, strike line 20 and
all that follows through page 251, line 14.

SA 2323. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 266, strike lines 4 through 19.

SA 2324. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 267, strike lines 4 through 10.

SA 2325. Mr. REID (for Mr.
WELLSTONE (for himself, Mr. GREGG,
Mr. DAYTON, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. REID, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. BOND, and
Mrs. CLINTON) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 8135. Section 101(1) of the Soldiers’ and
Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940 (50 U.S.C.
App. 511(1)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence—
(A) by striking ‘‘and all’’ and inserting

‘‘all’’; and
(B) by inserting before the period the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, and all members of the National
Guard on duty described in the following
sentence’’; and

(2) in the second sentence, by inserting be-
fore the period the following: ‘‘, and, in the
case of a member of the National Guard,
shall include training or other duty author-
ized by section 502(f) of title 32, United
States Code, at the request of the President,
for or in support of an operation during a
war or national emergency declared by the
President or Congress’’.

SA 2326. Mr. VOINOVICH submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division for the Army for re-
search, development, test, and evaluation,
$5,000,000 shall be available for the Three-Di-
mensional Ultrasound Imaging Initiative II.

SA 2327. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,

and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. The amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, NAVY’’ is hereby increased by
$1,000,000, with the amount of the increase to
be allocated to Environmental Quality and
Logistics Advanced Technology and made
available for Smart Base Technologies
(PE0603712N) for continuation of funding of
pilot program testing at Kittery-Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard for purposes of increasing
shipyard efficiencies.

SA 2328. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) INCREASED FUNDING FOR LPD–
17 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT.—The amount ap-
propriated by title III of this division under
the heading ‘‘SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION,
NAVY’’ is hereby increased by $266,300,000,
with the amount of the increase to be avail-
able for LPD–17 Advance Procurement.

(b) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT—The
amount available under subsection (a) for
LPD–17 Advance Procurement is in addition
to any other amounts available under this
Act for LPD–17 Advance Procurement.

SA 2329. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) INCREASED FUNDING FOR SC–21
TOTAL SHIP SYSTEM ENGINEERING.—The
amount appropriated by title IV of this divi-
sion under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, NAVY’’ is here-
by increased by $74,000,000, with the amount
of the increase to be available for SC–21
Total Ship System Engineering
(PE0604300N).

(b) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—The
amount available under subsection (a) for
SC–21 Total Ship System Engineering is in
addition to any other amounts available
under this Act for SC–21 Total Ship System
Engineering.

SA 2330. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) INCREASED FUNDING FOR P–3
AIRCRAFT MODIFICATIONS.—The amount ap-
propriated by title III of this division under
the heading ‘‘AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT,
NAVY’’ and available for P–3 aircraft modi-
fications is hereby increased by $41,000,000.

(b) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—The
amount available under subsection (a) for P–
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3 aircraft modifications is in addition to any
other amounts available under this Act for
P–3 aircraft modifications.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—(1) Of the
funds available under subsection (a) for P–3
aircraft modifications, amounts shall be
available as follows:

(A) $20,000,000 shall be available for anti-
surface warfare improvements to P–3 air-
craft.

(B) $10,000,000 shall be available for P–3 air-
craft sustained readiness program (SRP) kits
to curtail corrosion and extend the service
life of P–3 aircraft.

(C) $7,500,000 shall be for P–3 aircraft in-
strument landing system (ILS) upgrades.

(D) $16,500,000 shall be for P–3 aircraft auto-
pilot upgrades.

(2) The amount made available by para-
graph (1)(A) for the purpose set forth in that
paragraph shall be in addition to any other
amounts made available by this Act for that
purpose.

SA 2331. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title VI of this division under the heading
‘‘DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM’’ and available
for research, development, test, and evalua-
tion for the Peer Reviewed Medical Research
Program, $12,000,000 may be available for
osteoporosis research.

SA 2332. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) INCREASED FUNDING FOR
OCEAN MODELING FOR MINE AND EXPEDI-
TIONARY WARFARE.—The amount appro-
priated by title IV of this division under the
heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY’’ is hereby increased by
$300,000, with the amount of the increase to
be available for Ocean Modeling for Mine and
Expeditionary Warfare.

(b) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—The
amount available under subsection (a) for
Ocean Modeling for Mine and Expeditionary
Warfare is in addition to any other amounts
available under this Act for Ocean Modeling
for Mine and Expeditionary Warfare.

SA 2333. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
in title II of this division for operation and
maintenance, Navy, for civilian manpower
and personnel management, $1,500,000 may be
used for the Navy Pilot Human Resources
Call Center, Cutler, Maine.

SA 2334. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
in title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test and evaluation, Army,
$5,000,000 may be used for Compact Kinetic
Energy Missile Inertial Future Missile Tech-
nology Integration.

SA 2335. Mr. GREGG submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
this division for the Army for research, de-
velopment, test and evaluation, $2,000,000
shall be available for research and develop-
ment of key enabling technologies (such as
filament winding, braiding, contour weaving,
and dry powder resin towpregs fabrication)
for producing low cost, improved perform-
ance, reduced signature, multifunctional
composite materials.

SA 2336. Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr.
MILLER, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. HATCH, Mr.
SHELBY, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. BOND, Mr.
WARNER, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. FRIST, and
Mr. HUTCHINSON) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
as follows:

At the end of division A, add the following
new title:

TITLE—AMERICAN SERVICEMEMBERS’
PROTECTION ACT OF 2001

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘American

Servicemembers’ Protection Act of 2001’’.
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) On July 17, 1998, the United Nations

Diplomatic Conference of Plenipotentiaries
on the Establishment of an International
Criminal Court, meeting in Rome, Italy,
adopted the ‘‘Rome Statute of the Inter-
national Criminal Court’’. The vote on
whether to proceed with the statute was 120
in favor to 7 against, with 21 countries ab-
staining. The United States voted against
final adoption of the Rome Statute.

(2) As of April 30, 2001, 139 countries had
signed the Rome Statute and 30 had ratified
it. Pursuant to Article 126 of the Rome Stat-
ute, the statute will enter into force on the
first day of the month after the 60th day fol-
lowing the date on which the 60th country
deposits an instrument ratifying the statute.

(3) Since adoption of the Rome Statute, a
Preparatory Commission for the Inter-
national Criminal Court has met regularly
to draft documents to implement the Rome
Statute, including Rules of Procedure and
Evidence, Elements of Crimes, and a defini-
tion of the Crime of Aggression.

(4) During testimony before the Congress
following the adoption of the Rome Statute,

the lead United States negotiator, Ambas-
sador David Scheffer stated that the United
States could not sign the Rome Statute be-
cause certain critical negotiating objectives
of the United States had not been achieved.
As a result, he stated: ‘‘We are left with con-
sequences that do not serve the cause of
international justice.’’

(5) Ambassador Scheffer went on to tell the
Congress that: ‘‘Multinational peacekeeping
forces operating in a country that has joined
the treaty can be exposed to the Court’s ju-
risdiction even if the country of the indi-
vidual peacekeeper has not joined the treaty.
Thus, the treaty purports to establish an ar-
rangement whereby United States armed
forces operating overseas could be conceiv-
ably prosecuted by the international court
even if the United States has not agreed to
be bound by the treaty. Not only is this con-
trary to the most fundamental principles of
treaty law, it could inhibit the ability of the
United States to use its military to meet al-
liance obligations and participate in multi-
national operations, including humanitarian
interventions to save civilian lives. Other
contributors to peacekeeping operations will
be similarly exposed.’’.

(6) Notwithstanding these concerns, Presi-
dent Clinton directed that the United States
sign the Rome Statute on December 31, 2000.
In a statement issued that day, he stated
that in view of the unremedied deficiencies
of the Rome Statute, ‘‘I will not, and do not
recommend that my successor submit the
Treaty to the Senate for advice and consent
until our fundamental concerns are satis-
fied’’.

(7) Any American prosecuted by the Inter-
national Criminal Court will, under the
Rome Statute, be denied procedural protec-
tions to which all Americans are entitled
under the Bill of Rights to the United States
Constitution, such as the right to trial by
jury.

(8) Members of the Armed Forces of the
United States should be free from the risk of
prosecution by the International Criminal
Court, especially when they are stationed or
deployed around the world to protect the
vital national interests of the United States.
The United States Government has an obli-
gation to protect the members of its Armed
Forces, to the maximum extent possible,
against criminal prosecutions carried out by
the International Criminal Court.

(9) In addition to exposing members of the
Armed Forces of the United States to the
risk of international criminal prosecution,
the Rome Statute creates a risk that the
President and other senior elected and ap-
pointed officials of the United States Gov-
ernment may be prosecuted by the Inter-
national Criminal Court. Particularly if the
Preparatory Commission agrees on a defini-
tion of the Crime of Aggression over United
States objections, senior United States offi-
cials may be at risk of criminal prosecution
for national security decisions involving
such matters as responding to acts of ter-
rorism, preventing the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction, and deterring ag-
gression. No less than members of the Armed
Forces of the United States, senior officials
of the United States Government should be
free from the risk of prosecution by the
International Criminal Court, especially
with respect to official actions taken by
them to protect the national interests of the
United States.

(10) Any agreement within the Preparatory
Commission on a definition of the Crime of
Aggression that usurps the prerogative of
the United Nations Security Council under
Article 39 of the charter of the United Na-
tions to ‘‘determine the existence of any . . . .
act of aggression’’ would contravene the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12693December 7, 2001
charter of the United Nations and undermine
deterrence.

(11) It is a fundamental principle of inter-
national law that a treaty is binding upon its
parties only and that it does not create obli-
gations for nonparties without their consent
to be bound. The United States is not a party
to the Rome Statute and will not be bound
by any of its terms. The United States will
not recognize the jurisdiction of the Inter-
national Criminal Court over United States
nationals.
SEC. ll03. WAIVER AND TERMINATION OF PRO-

HIBITIONS OF THIS TITLE.
(a) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE SECTIONS ll04

AND ll05 WITH RESPECT TO AN INVESTIGA-
TION OR PROSECUTION OF A NAMED INDI-
VIDUAL.—The President is authorized to
waive the prohibitions and requirements of
sections ll04 and ll05 to the degree such
prohibitions and requirements would prevent
United States cooperation with an investiga-
tion or prosecution of a named individual by
the International Criminal Court. A waiver
under this subsection may be issued only if
the President at least 15 days in advance of
exercising such authority—

(1) notifies the appropriate congressional
committees of the intention to exercise such
authority; and

(2) determines and reports to the appro-
priate congressional committees that—

(A) there is reason to believe that the
named individual committed the crime or
crimes that are the subject of the Inter-
national Criminal Court’s investigation or
prosecution;

(B) it is in the national interest of the
United States for the International Criminal
Court’s investigation or prosecution of the
named individual to proceed; and

(C) in investigating events related to ac-
tions by the named individual, none of the
following persons will be investigated, ar-
rested, detained, prosecuted, or imprisoned
by or on behalf of the International Criminal
Court with respect to actions undertaken by
them in an official capacity:

(i) Covered United States persons.
(ii) Covered allied persons.
(iii) Individuals who were covered United

States persons or covered allied persons.
(b) TERMINATION OF PROHIBITIONS OF THIS

TITLE.—The prohibitions and requirements
of sections ll04 and ll05 shall cease to
apply, and the authority of section ll06
shall terminate, if the United States be-
comes a party to the International Criminal
Court pursuant to a treaty made under arti-
cle II, section 2, clause 2 of the Constitution
of the United States.
SEC. ll04. PROHIBITION ON COOPERATION

WITH THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMI-
NAL COURT.

(a) APPLICATION.—The provisions of this
section—

(1) apply only to cooperation with the
International Criminal Court and shall not
apply to cooperation with an ad hoc inter-
national criminal tribunal established by the
United Nations Security Council before or
after the date of the enactment of this Act
to investigate and prosecute war crimes
committed in a specific country or during a
specific conflict; and

(2) shall not prohibit—
(A) any action permitted under section

ll06; or
(B) communication by the United States of

its policy with respect to a matter.
(b) PROHIBITION ON RESPONDING TO RE-

QUESTS FOR COOPERATION.—Notwithstanding
section 1782 of title 28, United States Code,
or any other provision of law, no United
States Court, and no agency or entity of any
State or local government, including any
court, may cooperate with the International
Criminal Court in response to a request for

cooperation submitted by the International
Criminal Court pursuant to the Rome Stat-
ute.

(c) PROHIBITION ON TRANSMITTAL OF LET-
TERS ROGATORY FROM THE INTERNATIONAL
CRIMINAL COURT.—Notwithstanding section
1781 of title 28, United States Code, or any
other provision of law, no agency of the
United States Government may transmit for
execution any letter rogatory issued, or
other request for cooperation made, by the
International Criminal Court to the tri-
bunal, officer, or agency in the United States
to whom it is addressed.

(d) PROHIBITION ON EXTRADITION TO THE
INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no agen-
cy or entity of the United States Govern-
ment or of any State or local government
may extradite any person from the United
States to the International Criminal Court,
nor support the transfer of any United States
citizen or permanent resident alien to the
International Criminal Court.

(e) PROHIBITION ON PROVISION OF SUPPORT
TO THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
no agency or entity of the United States
Government or of any State or local govern-
ment, including any court, may provide sup-
port to the International Criminal Court.

(f) PROHIBITION ON USE OF APPROPRIATED
FUNDS TO ASSIST THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMI-
NAL COURT.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no funds appropriated under
any provision of law may be used for the pur-
pose of assisting the investigation, arrest,
detention, extradition, or prosecution of any
United States citizen or permanent resident
alien by the International Criminal Court.

(g) RESTRICTION ON ASSISTANCE PURSUANT
TO MUTUAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE TREATIES.—
The United States shall exercise its rights to
limit the use of assistance provided under all
treaties and executive agreements for mu-
tual legal assistance in criminal matters,
multilateral conventions with legal assist-
ance provisions, and extradition treaties, to
which the United States is a party, and in
connection with the execution or issuance of
any letter rogatory, to prevent the transfer
to, or other use by, the International Crimi-
nal Court of any assistance provided by the
United States under such treaties and letters
rogatory.

(h) PROHIBITION ON INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVI-
TIES OF AGENTS.—No agent of the Inter-
national Criminal Court may conduct, in the
United States or any territory subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States, any inves-
tigative activity relating to a preliminary
inquiry, investigation, prosecution, or other
proceeding at the International Criminal
Court.
SEC. ll05. PROHIBITION ON DIRECT OR INDI-

RECT TRANSFER OF CLASSIFIED NA-
TIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION
AND LAW ENFORCEMENT INFORMA-
TION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
CRIMINAL COURT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the date
on which the Rome Statute enters into force,
the President shall ensure that appropriate
procedures are in place to prevent the trans-
fer of classified national security informa-
tion and law enforcement information to the
International Criminal Court for the purpose
of facilitating an investigation, apprehen-
sion, or prosecution.

(b) INDIRECT TRANSFER.—The procedures
adopted pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
designed to prevent the transfer to the
United Nations and to the government of
any country that is party to the Inter-
national Criminal Court of classified na-
tional security information and law enforce-
ment information that specifically relates to
matters known to be under investigation or

prosecution by the International Criminal
Court, except to the degree that satisfactory
assurances are received from the United Na-
tions or that government, as the case may
be, that such information will not be made
available to the International Criminal
Court for the purpose of facilitating an in-
vestigation, apprehension, or prosecution.

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—The provisions of this
section shall not be construed to prohibit
any action permitted under section ll06.
SEC. ll06. AUTHORITY TO FREE MEMBERS OF

THE ARMED FORCES OF THE
UNITED STATES AND CERTAIN
OTHER PERSONS DETAINED OR IM-
PRISONED BY OR ON BEHALF OF
THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL
COURT.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The President is author-
ized to use all means necessary and appro-
priate to bring about the release of any per-
son described in subsection (b) who is being
detained or imprisoned by, on behalf of, or at
the request of the International Criminal
Court.

(b) PERSONS AUTHORIZED TO BE FREED.—
The authority of subsection (a) shall extend
to the following persons:

(1) Covered United States persons.
(2) Covered allied persons.
(3) Individuals detained or imprisoned for

official actions taken while the individual
was a covered United States person or a cov-
ered allied person, and in the case of a cov-
ered allied person, upon the request of such
government.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF LEGAL ASSISTANCE.—
When any person described in subsection (b)
is arrested, detained, investigated, pros-
ecuted, or imprisoned by, on behalf of, or at
the request of the International Criminal
Court, the President is authorized to direct
any agency of the United States Government
to provide—

(1) legal representation and other legal as-
sistance to that person (including, in the
case of a person entitled to assistance under
section 1037 of title 10, United States Code,
representation and other assistance in the
manner provided in that section);

(2) exculpatory evidence on behalf of that
person; and

(3) defense of the interests of the United
States through appearance before the Inter-
national Criminal Court pursuant to Article
18 or 19 of the Rome Statute, or before the
courts or tribunals of any country.

(d) BRIBES AND OTHER INDUCEMENTS NOT
AUTHORIZED.—This section does not author-
ize the payment of bribes or the provision of
other such incentives to induce the release of
a person described in subsection (b).
SEC. ll07. ALLIANCE COMMAND ARRANGE-

MENTS.
(a) REPORT ON ALLIANCE COMMAND AR-

RANGEMENTS.—Not later than 6 months after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
President should transmit to the appropriate
congressional committees a report with re-
spect to each military alliance to which the
United States is party—

(1) describing the degree to which members
of the Armed Forces of the United States
may, in the context of military operations
undertaken by or pursuant to that alliance,
be placed under the command or operational
control of foreign military officers subject to
the jurisdiction of the International Crimi-
nal Court because they are nationals of a
party to the International Criminal Court;
and

(2) evaluating the degree to which mem-
bers of the Armed Forces of the United
States engaged in military operations under-
taken by or pursuant to that alliance may be
exposed to greater risks as a result of being
placed under the command or operational
control of foreign military officers subject to
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the jurisdiction of the International Crimi-
nal Court.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF MEASURES TO ACHIEVE
ENHANCED PROTECTION FOR MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES.—Not
later than one year after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the President should
transmit to the appropriate congressional
committees a description of modifications to
command and operational control arrange-
ments within military alliances to which the
United States is a party that could be made
in order to reduce any risks to members of
the Armed Forces of the United States iden-
tified pursuant to subsection (a)(2).

(c) SUBMISSION IN CLASSIFIED FORM.—The
report under subsection (a), and the descrip-
tion of measures under subsection (b), or ap-
propriate parts thereof, may be submitted in
classified form.
SEC. ll08. WITHHOLDINGS.

Funds withheld from the United States
share of assessments to the United Nations
or any other international organization dur-
ing any fiscal year pursuant to section 705 of
the Admiral James W. Nance and Meg Dono-
van Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001 (as enacted by sec-
tion 1000(a)(7) of Public Law 106–113; 113 Stat.
1501A–460), are authorized to be transferred
to the Embassy Security, Construction and
Maintenance Account of the Department of
State.
SEC. ll09. APPLICATION OF SECTIONS ll04

AND ll05 TO EXERCISE OF CON-
STITUTIONAL AUTHORITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections ll04 and ll05
shall not apply to any action or actions with
respect to a specific matter involving the
International Criminal Court taken or di-
rected by the President on a case-by-case
basis in the exercise of the President’s au-
thority as Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces of the United States under article II,
section 2 of the United States Constitution
or in the exercise of the executive power
under article II, section 1 of the United
States Constitution.

(b) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

not later than 15 days after the President
takes or directs an action or actions de-
scribed in subsection (a) that would other-
wise be prohibited under section ll04 or
ll05, the President shall submit a notifica-
tion of such action to the appropriate con-
gressional committees. A notification under
this paragraph shall include a description of
the action, a determination that the action
is in the national interest of the United
States, and a justification for the action.

(2) EXCEPTION.—If the President deter-
mines that a full notification under para-
graph (1) could jeopardize the national secu-
rity of the United States or compromise a
United States law enforcement activity, not
later than 15 days after the President takes
or directs an action or actions referred to in
paragraph (1) the President shall notify the
appropriate congressional committees that
an action has been taken and a determina-
tion has been made pursuant to this para-
graph. The President shall provide a full no-
tification under paragraph (1) not later than
15 days after the reasons for the determina-
tion under this paragraph no longer apply.

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed as a grant of statutory au-
thority to the President to take any action.
SEC. ll10. NONDELEGATION.

The authorities vested in the President by
sections ll03 and ll09(a) may not be dele-
gated by the President pursuant to section
301 of title 3, United States Code, or any
other provision of law.
SEC. ll11. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this title and in section 706 of
the Admiral James W. Nance and Meg Dono-

van Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001:

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate.

(2) CLASSIFIED NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMA-
TION.—The term ‘‘classified national security
information’’ means information that is
classified or classifiable under Executive
Order 12958 or a successor Executive order.

(3) COVERED ALLIED PERSONS.—The term
‘‘covered allied persons’’ means military per-
sonnel, elected or appointed officials, and
other persons employed by or working on be-
half of the government of a NATO member
country, a major non-NATO ally (including
Australia, Egypt, Israel, Japan, Jordan, Ar-
gentina, the Republic of Korea, and New Zea-
land), or Taiwan, for so long as that govern-
ment is not a party to the International
Criminal Court and wishes its officials and
other persons working on its behalf to be ex-
empted from the jurisdiction of the Inter-
national Criminal Court.

(4) COVERED UNITED STATES PERSONS.—The
term ‘‘covered United States persons’’ means
members of the Armed Forces of the United
States, elected or appointed officials of the
United States Government, and other per-
sons employed by or working on behalf of the
United States Government, for so long as the
United States is not a party to the Inter-
national Criminal Court.

(5) EXTRADITION.—The terms ‘‘extradition’’
and ‘‘extradite’’ mean the extradition of a
person in accordance with the provisions of
chapter 209 of title 18, United States Code,
(including section 3181(b) of such title) and
such terms include both extradition and sur-
render as those terms are defined in Article
102 of the Rome Statute.

(6) INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT.—The
term ‘‘International Criminal Court’’ means
the court established by the Rome Statute.

(7) MAJOR NON-NATO ALLY.—The term
‘‘major non-NATO ally’’ means a country
that has been so designated in accordance
with section 517 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961.

(8) PARTICIPATE IN ANY PEACEKEEPING OPER-
ATION UNDER CHAPTER VI OF THE CHARTER OF
THE UNITED NATIONS OR PEACE ENFORCEMENT
OPERATION UNDER CHAPTER VII OF THE CHAR-
TER OF THE UNITED NATIONS.—The term ‘‘par-
ticipate in any peacekeeping operation under
chapter VI of the charter of the United Na-
tions or peace enforcement operation under
chapter VII of the charter of the United Na-
tions’’ means to assign members of the
Armed Forces of the United States to a
United Nations military command structure
as part of a peacekeeping operation under
chapter VI of the charter of the United Na-
tions or peace enforcement operation under
chapter VII of the charter of the United Na-
tions in which those members of the Armed
Forces of the United States are subject to
the command or operational control of one
or more foreign military officers not ap-
pointed in conformity with article II, section
2, clause 2 of the Constitution of the United
States.

(9) PARTY TO THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL
COURT.—The term ‘‘party to the Inter-
national Criminal Court’’ means a govern-
ment that has deposited an instrument of
ratification, acceptance, approval, or acces-
sion to the Rome Statute, and has not with-
drawn from the Rome Statute pursuant to
Article 127 thereof.

(10) PEACEKEEPING OPERATION UNDER CHAP-
TER VI OF THE CHARTER OF THE UNITED NA-
TIONS OR PEACE ENFORCEMENT OPERATION
UNDER CHAPTER VII OF THE CHARTER OF THE
UNITED NATIONS.—The term ‘‘peacekeeping

operation under chapter VI of the charter of
the United Nations or peace enforcement op-
eration under chapter VII of the charter of
the United Nations’’ means any military op-
eration to maintain or restore international
peace and security that—

(A) is authorized by the United Nations Se-
curity Council under chapter VI or VII of the
charter of the United Nations; and

(B) is paid for from assessed contributions
of United Nations members that are made
available for peacekeeping or peace enforce-
ment activities.

(11) ROME STATUTE.—The term ‘‘Rome
Statute’’ means the Rome Statute of the
International Criminal Court, adopted by the
United Nations Diplomatic Conference of
Plenipotentiaries on the Establishment of an
International Criminal Court on July 17,
1998.

(12) SUPPORT.—The term ‘‘support’’ means
assistance of any kind, including financial
support, transfer of property or other mate-
rial support, services, intelligence sharing,
law enforcement cooperation, the training or
detail of personnel, and the arrest or deten-
tion of individuals.

(13) UNITED STATES MILITARY ASSISTANCE.—
The term ‘‘United States military assist-
ance’’ means—

(A) assistance provided under chapter 2 or
5 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.); or

(B) defense articles or defense services fur-
nished with the financial assistance of the
United States Government, including
through loans and guarantees, under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763).
SEC. ll12. PERIOD OF EFFECTIVENESS OF THE

TITLE.

Except as otherwise provided in this title,
the provisions of this title shall take effect
on the date of enactment of this Act and re-
main in effect without regard to the expira-
tion of fiscal year 2002.

SA 2337. Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

Strike all after the first word in the pend-
ing amendment and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

SEC. . (a) FINDINGS.—(1) The Rome Stat-
ute establishing an International Criminal
Court will not enter into force for several
years:

(2) The Congress has great confidence in
President Bush’s ability to effectively pro-
tect U.S. interests and the interests of Amer-
ican citizens and service members as it re-
lates to the International Criminal Court;
and

(3) The Congress believes that Slobodan
Milosovic, Saddam Hussein or any other in-
dividual who commits crimes against hu-
manity should be brought to justice and that
the President should have sufficient flexi-
bility to accomplish that goal, including the
ability to cooperate with foreign tribunals
and other international legal entities that
may be established for that purpose on a
case by case basis.

(b) REPORT.—The President shall report to
the Congress on any additional legislative
actions necessary to advance and protect
U.S. interests as it relates to the establish-
ment of the International Criminal Court or
the prosecution of crimes against humanity.

SA 2338. Mr. COCHRAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
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him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 384, line 23, after the period insert
‘‘SEC. 1303. For purposes of any appropria-
tions made pursuant to Public Law 107–38, (1)
the term ‘‘public facilities’’ as used in that
Act and in 42 U.S.C. 5122(8) includes facilities
and equipment of boards of trade regulated
by the Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion; (2) the term ‘‘reporting public facili-
ties’’ in such Act includes replacing and re-
storing facilities and equipment lost, dam-
aged and destroyed.’’

SA 2339. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by her to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal yearr ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, $10,000,000 may be
available for the Gulf States Initiative.

SA 2340. Mr. BUNNING submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) STUDY OF PHYSICAL STATE OF
ARMY INITIAL ENTRY TRAINEE HOUSING AND
BARRACKS.—The Comptroller General of the
United States shall carry out a study of the
physical state of the Initial Entry Trainee
housing and barracks of the Army.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
nine months after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Comptroller General shall
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the study carried out under
subsection (a). The report shall set forth the
results of the study, and shall include such
other matters relating to the study as the
Comptroller General considers appropriate.

(c) CONGRESSIONAL DEFENSE COMMITTEES
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘con-
gressional defense committees’’ means—

(1) the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the Senate; and

(2) the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives.

SA 2341. Mr. DOMENICI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of division E, add the following:
SEC. 115. Title III of the Energy and Water

Development Appropriations Act, 2002 (Pub-
lic Law 107–66) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 313. (a) INCREASE IN AMOUNT AVAIL-
ABLE FOR ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS AND
STORAGE PROGRAM.—The amount appro-
priated by this title under the heading ‘DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY’ under the heading
‘ENERGY PROGRAMS’ under the paragraph

‘ENERGY SUPPLY’ is hereby increased by
$14,000,000, with the amount of the increase
to be available under that paragraph for the
electric energy systems and storage pro-
gram.

‘‘(b) DECREASE IN AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY GENERALLY.—The
amount appropriated by this title under the
heading ‘DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’
(other than under the heading ‘‘National Nu-
clear Security Administration or under the
heading ‘ENERGY PROGRAMS’ under the
paragraph ‘ENERGY SUPPLY’) is hereby de-
creased by $14,000,000, with the amount of the
decrease to be distributed among amounts
available under the heading ‘DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY’ in a manner determined by the
Secretary of Energy and approved by the
Committees on Appropriation.’’.

SA 2342. Mr. BAYH (for himself and
Mr. SANTORUM) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 409, after line 21, insert the fol-
lowing:

DIVISION F—HOUSING REVITALIZATION
SEC. 6101. REVITALIZATION PROJECT.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’

means the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

(2) SECTION 8.—The term ‘‘section 8’’ means
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f).

(b) PENNSYLVANIA AND INDIANA REVITALIZA-
TION PROJECTS.—

(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘projects’’ includes—

(A) Penn Circle Tower, East Mall Apart-
ments, and Liberty Park in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania; and

(B) Parkwood and Parkwood II in Indian-
apolis, Indiana.

(2) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provisions of law, the Secretary shall
facilitate the redevelopment of the projects
in a manner that facilitates the ability of
tenants to remain in the area and allows
those projects to advance neighborhood revi-
talization by—

(A) dividing or relocating the use restric-
tions and other requirements of the Multi-
family Assisted Housing Reform and Afford-
ability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note) (re-
ferred to in this section as ‘‘MAHRAA’’)
among multiple properties having 1 or more
owners, including newly constructed prop-
erties, with all such changes completed by
December 31, 2007, and permitting the Sec-
retary to use discretion when modifying or
waiving the requirement of a recorded use
restriction with respect to temporary reloca-
tion units;

(B) providing that an interim conveyance
of those projects, or any portion of those
projects, shall be permitted prior to comple-
tion of reconstruction or revitalization of
those projects, if—

(i) the transferee is a tenant-endorsed,
community-based owner, affiliated with the
owner of the project at the time of debt re-
structuring or forgiveness; and

(ii) all applicable MAHRAA requirements
related to the sale of property apply when
the reconstruction or revitalization of those
projects is completed, which completion
shall be not later than December 31, 2007;

(C) maintaining the project-based assist-
ance under section 8 to those projects at the
same level in effect as of December 31, 2001,
subject to customary annual adjustments
(applicable to all project recipients of
project-based assistance under section 8) in
the ordinary course of the administration by
the Secretary of the section 8 program;

(D) exercising authority under section 8 to
permit any owner of a project to convert por-
tions of the project-based section 8 budget
authority provided with respect to such
project to tenant-based assistance or tem-
porary project or tenant-based relocation as-
sistance, without restriction on the mix of
such assistance, while requiring that the
number of project-based section 8 assisted
units (as reconstructed or revitalized), when
summed with the number of tenant-based
section 8 certificates converted by such
owner from the original section 8 budget au-
thority for such projects, shall equal a num-
ber that is not more than 773 at any time;

(E) permitting any owner of a project to
use previously committed interest reduction
payments for debt service on capital expend-
itures for rehabilitation or new construction
in lieu of capital reserve account deposits;
and

(F) permitting the owner of the Penn Cir-
cle Tower project—

(i) to convert that project to an elderly-
only facility;

(ii) to demolish the existing retail building
on the site;

(iii) to subdivide the project site and re-
lease any use restrictions encumbering non-
residential portions of the site; and

(iv) sell portions of the project to an affili-
ated entity for mixed use or income develop-
ment.

(c) COLORADO REVITALIZATION PROJECTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, the Secretary shall
permit the housing authority of the city and
county of Denver, located in the city and
county of Denver, Colorado, to transfer the
current housing assistance payments basic
renewal contract for 167 existing units that
shall be demolished in the East Village
Apartments, to 167 units of housing to be
constructed beginning in 2002 and completed
by 2006.

(2) PROJECT-BASED ASSISTANCE.—The
project-based assistance under section 8 for
the property described in paragraph (1) shall
be maintained at the same level as in effect
as of December 31, 2001, subject to customary
annual adjustments in the ordinary course of
the administration by the Secretary of the
section 8 program.

SA 2343. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DORGAN,
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BREAUX,
Mr. REID, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
TORRICELLI, and Mr. JOHNSON) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘Provided further: That before the re-
lease of funds under this account for O’Hare
International Airport security improve-
ments, the Secretary of Transportation
shall, in cooperation with the Federal Avia-
tion Administrator, encourage a locally de-
veloped and executed plan between the State
of Illinois, the city of Chicago, and affected
communities for the purpose of modernizing
O’Hare International Airport, including par-
allel runways oriented in an east-west direc-
tion; constructing a south suburban airport
near Peotone, Illinois; addressing traffic con-
gestion along the Northwest Corridor, in-
cluding western airport access; continuing
the operation of Merrill C. Meigs Field in
Chicago; and increasing commercial air serv-
ice at Gary-Chicago Airport and Greater
Rockford Airport. If such a plan cannot be
developed and executed by said parties, the
Secretary and the FAA Administrator shall
work with Congress to enact a federal solu-
tion to address the aviation capacity crisis
in the Chicago area while addressing quality
of life issues around the affected airports.’’
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SA 2344. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted

an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Section 8106 of the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I
through VIII of the matter under subsection
101(b) of Public Law 104–208; 110 Stat. 3009–
111, 10 U.S.C. 113 note) shall continue in ef-
fect to apply to disbursements that are made
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year
2002.

SA 2345. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by her to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes
the following findings:

(1) On December 7, 1941, 60 years ago, Impe-
rial Japanese forces conducted a sneak at-
tack against the United States at Pearl Har-
bor, Hawaii.

(2) 15 Medals of Honor were awarded for
heroism in the American forces that faced
that attack.

(3) 2,388 Americans gave their lives that
day in the cause of liberty.

(4) The American people responded to that
attack by committing themselves to, and
achieving, total victory over the forces of
fascism and oppression around the world.

(5) The United States was brutally at-
tacked on September 11, 2001.

(6) The American people shall respond to
this attack by committing themselves to,
and achieving, total victory over the forces
of terror and radicalism around the world.

(7) On December 7, 2001, in the City of New
Orleans, Louisiana, the National D-Day Mu-
seum commemorates United States victory
in the Pacific during World War II with the
opening of a new Pacific Theater wing.

(8) This commemoration is symbolic of
coming victory in the war against terror.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that, on December 7, 2001, National
Pearl Harbor Remembrance Day, the United
States should pay tribute—

(1) to the soldiers, sailors, marines, and ci-
vilians who gave the ultimate sacrifice to
the Nation 60 years ago, on December 7, 1941,
at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii;

(2) to the spirit of the American people
that ensured victory in World War II; and

(3) to commemorations at the National D-
Day Museum in New Orleans, Louisiana, and
across the country, that highlight the sac-
rifice and contributions of the generation
who served during World War II, America’s
greatest generation.

SA 2346. Mr. SHELBY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. The amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, AIR FORCE’’ is hereby increased by
$1,000,000, with the amount of the increase to
be available for Low Cost Launch Vehicle
Technology.

SA 2347. Mr. SHELBY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, AIR FORCE’’, $1,000,000, may be be
available for Low Cost Launch Vehicle Tech-
nology.

SA 2348. Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr.
STEVENS, and Mr. INOUYE) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

APPROPRIATIONS, 2002
That the following sums are appropriated,

out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, for military functions ad-
ministered by the Department of Defense,
and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I
MILITARY PERSONNEL

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Army on active duty (except
members of reserve components provided for
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; and
for payments pursuant to section 156 of Pub-
lic Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund,
$23,446,734,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Navy on active duty (except
members of the Reserve provided for else-
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets;
and for payments pursuant to section 156 of
Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund,
$19,465,964,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for

members of the Marine Corps on active duty
(except members of the Reserve provided for
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to
section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund, $7,335,370,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca-
dets; and for payments pursuant to section
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42
U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund, $20,032,704,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of
title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other
duty, and for members of the Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps, and expenses author-
ized by section 16131 of title 10, United States
Code; and for payments to the Department of
Defense Military Retirement Fund,
$2,670,197,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty
under section 10211 of title 10, United States
Code, or while serving on active duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States
Code, in connection with performing duty
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United
States Code, or while undergoing reserve
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty, and for members of the Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps, and expenses au-
thorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund,
$1,650,523,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac-
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10,
United States Code, or while serving on ac-
tive duty under section 12301(d) of title 10,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going reserve training, or while performing
drills or equivalent duty, and for members of
the Marine Corps platoon leaders class, and
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title
10, United States Code; and for payments to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund, $466,300,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
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personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of
title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other
duty, and for members of the Air Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps, and expenses author-
ized by section 16131 of title 10, United States
Code; and for payments to the Department of
Defense Military Retirement Fund,
$1,061,160,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army National Guard while
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United
States Code, or while serving on duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f ) of
title 32, United States Code, in connection
with performing duty specified in section
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or
while undergoing training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other
duty, and expenses authorized by section
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund, $4,052,695,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code,
or while serving on duty under section
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going training, or while performing drills or
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund,
$1,783,744,000.

TITLE II
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not
to exceed $10,794,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Army, and payments may
be made on his certificate of necessity for
confidential military purposes,
$22,941,588,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author-
ized by law; and not to exceed $4,569,000 can
be used for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses, to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and
payments may be made on his certificate of
necessity for confidential military purposes,
$27,038,067,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law,
$2,903,863,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and
not to exceed $7,998,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-

pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments
may be made on his certificate of necessity
for confidential military purposes,
$26,303,436,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of activities and agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as authorized by law, $12,864,644,000,
of which not to exceed $25,000,000 may be
available for the CINC initiative fund ac-
count; and of which not to exceed $33,500,000
can be used for emergencies and extraor-
dinary expenses, to be expended on the ap-
proval or authority of the Secretary of De-
fense, and payments may be made on his cer-
tificate of necessity for confidential military
purposes.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications, $1,771,246,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications, $1,003,690,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve;
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans-
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro-
curement of services, supplies, and equip-
ment; and communications, $144,023,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment;
and communications, $2,023,866,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD

For expenses of training, organizing, and
administering the Army National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals;
maintenance, operation, and repairs to
structures and facilities; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other
than mileage), as authorized by law for
Army personnel on active duty, for Army
National Guard division, regimental, and
battalion commanders while inspecting units
in compliance with National Guard Bureau
regulations when specifically authorized by
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying
and equipping the Army National Guard as
authorized by law; and expenses of repair,
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup-
plies and equipment (including aircraft),
$3,743,808,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL
GUARD

For operation and maintenance of the Air
National Guard, including medical and hos-
pital treatment and related expenses in non-
Federal hospitals; maintenance, operation,
repair, and other necessary expenses of fa-
cilities for the training and administration
of the Air National Guard, including repair
of facilities, maintenance, operation, and
modification of aircraft; transportation of
things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup-
plies, materials, and equipment, as author-
ized by law for the Air National Guard; and
expenses incident to the maintenance and
use of supplies, materials, and equipment, in-
cluding such as may be furnished from
stocks under the control of agencies of the
Department of Defense; travel expenses
(other than mileage) on the same basis as au-
thorized by law for Air National Guard per-
sonnel on active Federal duty, for Air Na-
tional Guard commanders while inspecting
units in compliance with National Guard Bu-
reau regulations when specifically author-
ized by the Chief, National Guard Bureau,
$3,998,361,000.
UNITED STATES COURTS OF APPEALS FOR THE

ARMED FORCES

For salaries and expenses necessary for the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Armed Forces, $9,096,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $2,500 can be used for official represen-
tation purposes.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Army,
$389,800,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Army shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings
and debris of the Department of the Army,
or for similar purposes, transfer the funds
made available by this appropriation to
other appropriations made available to the
Department of the Army, to be merged with
and to be available for the same purposes
and for the same time period as the appro-
priations to which transferred: Provided fur-
ther, That upon a determination that all or
part of the funds transferred from this appro-
priation are not necessary for the purposes
provided herein, such amounts may be trans-
ferred back to this appropriation.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Navy,
$257,517,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Navy shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings
and debris of the Department of the Navy, or
for similar purposes, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, to be merged with and to
be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriations
to which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FORCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Air Force,
$385,437,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Air Force shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings
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and debris of the Department of the Air
Force, or for similar purposes, transfer the
funds made available by this appropriation
to other appropriations made available to
the Department of the Air Force, to be
merged with and to be available for the same
purposes and for the same time period as the
appropriations to which transferred: Provided
further, That upon a determination that all
or part of the funds transferred from this ap-
propriation are not necessary for the pur-
poses provided herein, such amounts may be
transferred back to this appropriation.
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of Defense, $23,492,000,
to remain available until transferred: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall,
upon determining that such funds are re-
quired for environmental restoration, reduc-
tion and recycling of hazardous waste, re-
moval of unsafe buildings and debris of the
Department of Defense, or for similar pur-
poses, transfer the funds made available by
this appropriation to other appropriations
made available to the Department of De-
fense, to be merged with and to be available
for the same purposes and for the same time
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That upon a deter-
mination that all or part of the funds trans-
ferred from this appropriation are not nec-
essary for the purposes provided herein, such
amounts may be transferred back to this ap-
propriation.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, FORMERLY
USED DEFENSE SITES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Army,
$230,255,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Army shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings
and debris at sites formerly used by the De-
partment of Defense, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to
be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriations
to which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation.

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND
CIVIC AID

For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro-
grams of the Department of Defense (con-
sisting of the programs provided under sec-
tions 401, 402, 404, 2547, and 2551 of title 10,
United States Code), $44,700,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2003.

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION

For assistance to the republics of the
former Soviet Union, including assistance
provided by contract or by grants, for facili-
tating the elimination and the safe and se-
cure transportation and storage of nuclear,
chemical and other weapons; for establishing
programs to prevent the proliferation of
weapons, weapons components, and weapon-
related technology and expertise; for pro-
grams relating to the training and support of
defense and military personnel for demili-
tarization and protection of weapons, weap-
ons components and weapons technology and
expertise, and for defense and military con-
tacts, $357,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2004: Provided, That of the
amounts provided under this heading,

$15,000,000 shall be available only to support
the dismantling and disposal of nuclear sub-
marines and submarine reactor components
in the Russian Far East.

SUPPORT FOR INTERNATIONAL SPORTING
COMPETITIONS, DEFENSE

For logistical and security support for
international sporting competitions (includ-
ing pay and non-travel related allowances
only for members of the Reserve Components
of the Armed Forces of the United States
called or ordered to active duty in connec-
tion with providing such support), $15,800,000,
to remain available until expended.

TITLE III
PROCUREMENT

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes, $1,893,891,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2004.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, equipment, including ordnance,
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes, $1,774,154,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2004.

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories
therefor; specialized equipment and training
devices; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes,
$2,174,546,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2004.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10,
United States Code, and the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon

prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes, $1,171,465,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2004.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of vehicles, including
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat
vehicles; the purchase of not to exceed 29
passenger motor vehicles for replacement
only; and the purchase of 3 vehicles required
for physical security of personnel, notwith-
standing price limitations applicable to pas-
senger vehicles but not to exceed $200,000 per
vehicle; communications and electronic
equipment; other support equipment; spare
parts, ordnance, and accessories therefor;
specialized equipment and training devices;
expansion of public and private plants, in-
cluding the land necessary therefor, for the
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes, $4,160,186,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2004.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized
equipment; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away, $8,030,043,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2004.

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway, $1,478,075,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2004.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND
MARINE CORPS

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10,
United States Code, and the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes, $442,799,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2004.
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SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for the construc-
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as
authorized by law, including armor and ar-
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation
thereof in public and private plants; reserve
plant and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; procurement of critical,
long leadtime components and designs for
vessels to be constructed or converted in the
future; and expansion of public and private
plants, including land necessary therefor,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title, as follows:

Carrier Replacement Program (AP),
$138,890,000;

SSGN (AP), $279,440,000;
NSSN, $1,608,914,000;
NSSN (AP), $684,288,000;
CVN Refuelings, $1,118,124,000;
CVN Refuelings (AP), $73,707,000;
Submarine Refuelings, $382,265,000;
Submarine Refuelings (AP), $77,750,000;
DDG–51 destroyer program, $2,966,036,000;
Cruiser conversion (AP), $458,238,000;
LPD–17 (AP), $155,000,000;
LHD–8, $267,238,000;
LCAC landing craft air cushion program,

$52,091,000;
Prior year shipbuilding costs, $725,000,000;

and
For craft, outfitting, post delivery, conver-

sions, and first destination transformation
transportation, $307,230,000;
In all: $9,294,211,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2006: Provided,
That additional obligations may be incurred
after September 30, 2006, for engineering
services, tests, evaluations, and other such
budgeted work that must be performed in
the final stage of ship construction: Provided
further, That none of the funds provided
under this heading for the construction or
conversion of any naval vessel to be con-
structed in shipyards in the United States
shall be expended in foreign facilities for the
construction of major components of such
vessel: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided under this heading shall be
used for the construction of any naval vessel
in foreign shipyards.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For procurement, production, and mod-
ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new
ships, and ships authorized for conversion);
the purchase of not to exceed 152 passenger
motor vehicles for replacement only, and the
purchase of five vehicles required for phys-
ical security of personnel, notwithstanding
price limitations applicable to passenger ve-
hicles but not to exceed $200,000 per unit for
two units and not to exceed $115,000 per unit
for the remaining three units; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway, $4,146,338,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2004.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-

cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of not to exceed 25 passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; and expansion of
public and private plants, including land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title, $974,054,000, to remain available for ob-
ligation until September 30, 2004.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, lease, and
modification of aircraft and equipment, in-
cluding armor and armament, specialized
ground handling equipment, and training de-
vices, spare parts, and accessories therefor;
specialized equipment; expansion of public
and private plants, Government-owned
equipment and installation thereof in such
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes including rents
and transportation of things, $10,617,332,000,
to remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2004.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and
related equipment, including spare parts and
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned
equipment and installation thereof in such
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes including rents
and transportation of things, $3,657,522,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2004.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10,
United States Code, and the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes, $873,344,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2004.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For procurement and modification of
equipment (including ground guidance and
electronic control equipment, and ground
electronic and communication equipment),
and supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 216 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only, and the pur-
chase of three vehicles required for physical
security of personnel, notwithstanding price
limitations applicable to passenger vehicles
but not to exceed $200,000; lease of passenger
motor vehicles; and expansion of public and
private plants, Government-owned equip-
ment and installation thereof in such plants,
erection of structures, and acquisition of
land, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,

and construction prosecuted thereon, prior
to approval of title; reserve plant and Gov-
ernment and contractor-owned equipment
layaway, $8,144,174,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2004.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 115 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; the purchase
of 10 vehicles required for physical security
of personnel, notwithstanding price limita-
tions applicable to passenger vehicles but
not to exceed $250,000 per vehicle; expansion
of public and private plants, equipment, and
installation thereof in such plants, erection
of structures, and acquisition of land for the
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway,
$1,473,795,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2004.

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES

For activities by the Department of De-
fense pursuant to sections 108, 301, 302, and
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50
U.S.C. App. 2078, 2091, 2092, and 2093),
$15,000,000 to remain available until ex-
pended.

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT

For procurement of aircraft, missiles,
tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other
weapons, and other procurement for the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces,
$560,505,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2004: Provided, That
the Chiefs of the Reserve and National Guard
components shall, not later than 30 days
after the enactment of this Act, individually
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees the modernization priority assessment
for their respective Reserve or National
Guard component.

TITLE IV
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND

EVALUATION
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND

EVALUATION, ARMY

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $6,742,123,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2003.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $10,742,710,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2003.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $13,859,401,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2003.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments), necessary for basic
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and applied scientific research, development,
test and evaluation; advanced research
projects as may be designated and deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease,
and operation of facilities and equipment,
$14,445,589,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2003.

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the independent activities of
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua-
tion in the direction and supervision of oper-
ational test and evaluation, including initial
operational test and evaluation which is con-
ducted prior to, and in support of, production
decisions; joint operational testing and eval-
uation; and administrative expenses in con-
nection therewith, $216,855,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2003.

TITLE V

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS

DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS

For the Defense Working Capital Funds;
$1,826,986,000: Provided, That during fiscal
year 2002, funds in the Defense Working Cap-
ital Funds may be used for the purchase of
not to exceed 330 passenger carrying motor
vehicles for replacement only for the Defense
Security Service.

NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND

For National Defense Sealift Fund pro-
grams, projects, and activities, and for ex-
penses of the National Defense Reserve
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C.
App. 1744), $407,408,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That none of the
funds provided in this paragraph shall be
used to award a new contract that provides
for the acquisition of any of the following
major components unless such components
are manufactured in the United States: aux-
iliary equipment, including pumps, for all
shipboard services; propulsion system com-
ponents (that is; engines, reduction gears,
and propellers); shipboard cranes; and
spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided fur-
ther, That the exercise of an option in a con-
tract awarded through the obligation of pre-
viously appropriated funds shall not be con-
sidered to be the award of a new contract:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
military department responsible for such
procurement may waive the restrictions in
the first proviso on a case-by-case basis by
certifying in writing to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate that adequate domestic
supplies are not available to meet Depart-
ment of Defense requirements on a timely
basis and that such an acquisition must be
made in order to acquire capability for na-
tional security purposes.

TITLE VI

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS

DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
for medical and health care programs of the
Department of Defense, as authorized by law,
$18,376,404,000, of which $17,656,185,000 shall be
for Operation and maintenance, of which not
to exceed 2 percent shall remain available
until September 30, 2003; of which
$267,915,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2004, shall be for
Procurement; of which $452,304,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2003, shall be for Research, development, test
and evaluation.

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS
DESTRUCTION, ARMY

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the destruction of the United
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents
and munitions in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 1412 of the Department of
Defense Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C.
1521), and for the destruction of other chem-
ical warfare materials that are not in the
chemical weapon stockpile, $1,104,557,000, of
which $739,020,000 shall be for Operation and
maintenance to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, $164,158,000 shall be for Pro-
curement to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004, and $201,379,000 shall be for
Research, development, test and evaluation
to remain available until September 30, 2003.

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for
transfer to appropriations available to the
Department of Defense for military per-
sonnel of the reserve components serving
under the provisions of title 10 and title 32,
United States Code; for Operation and main-
tenance; for Procurement; and for Research,
development, test and evaluation,
$865,981,000: Provided, That the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be available
for obligation for the same time period and
for the same purpose as the appropriation to
which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation: Provided further, That the
transfer authority provided under this head-
ing is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority contained elsewhere in this Act.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For expenses and activities of the Office of
the Inspector General in carrying out the
provisions of the Inspector General Act of
1978, as amended, $152,021,000, of which
$150,221,000 shall be for Operation and main-
tenance, of which not to exceed $700,000 is
available for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Inspector General, and pay-
ments may be made on the Inspector Gen-
eral’s certificate of necessity for confidential
military purposes; and of which $1,800,000 to
remain available until September 30, 2004,
shall be for Procurement.

TITLE VII
RELATED AGENCIES

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT

AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND

For payment to the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability System
Fund, to maintain the proper funding level
for continuing the operation of the Central
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, $212,000,000.

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Intelligence
Community Management Account,
$144,776,000, of which $28,003,000 for the Ad-
vanced Research and Development Com-
mittee shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003: Provided, That of the funds
appropriated under this heading, $27,000,000
shall be transferred to the Department of
Justice for the National Drug Intelligence
Center to support the Department of De-

fense’s counter-drug intelligence responsibil-
ities, and of the said amount, $1,500,000 for
Procurement shall remain available until
September 30, 2004, and $1,000,000 for Re-
search, development, test and evaluation
shall remain available until September 30,
2003: Provided further, That the National
Drug Intelligence Center shall maintain the
personnel and technical resources to provide
timely support to law enforcement authori-
ties to conduct document exploitation of ma-
terials collected in Federal, State, and local
law enforcement activity.

PAYMENT TO KAHO’OLAWE ISLAND CONVEY-
ANCE, REMEDIATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
RESTORATION FUND

For payment to Kaho’olawe Island Convey-
ance, Remediation, and Environmental Res-
toration Fund, as authorized by law,
$75,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND

For the purposes of title VIII of Public
Law 102–183, $8,000,000, to be derived from the
National Security Education Trust Fund, to
remain available until expended.

TITLE VIII

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE

SEC. 8001. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall be used for pub-
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized
by the Congress.

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year,
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of
compensation to, or employment of, any per-
son not a citizen of the United States shall
not apply to personnel of the Department of
Defense: Provided, That salary increases
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign
national employees of the Department of De-
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a
rate in excess of the percentage increase au-
thorized by law for civilian employees of the
Department of Defense whose pay is com-
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex-
cess of the percentage increase provided by
the appropriate host nation to its own em-
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur-
ther, That this section shall not apply to De-
partment of Defense foreign service national
employees serving at United States diplo-
matic missions whose pay is set by the De-
partment of State under the Foreign Service
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita-
tions of this provision shall not apply to for-
eign national employees of the Department
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey.

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall remain available
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year,
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 percent of the
appropriations in this Act which are limited
for obligation during the current fiscal year
shall be obligated during the last 2 months of
the fiscal year: Provided, That this section
shall not apply to obligations for support of
active duty training of reserve components
or summer camp training of the Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec-
retary of Defense that such action is nec-
essary in the national interest, he may, with
the approval of the Office of Management
and Budget, transfer not to exceed
$1,500,000,000 of working capital funds of the
Department of Defense or funds made avail-
able in this Act to the Department of De-
fense for military functions (except military
construction) between such appropriations
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be
merged with and to be available for the same
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purposes, and for the same time period, as
the appropriation or fund to which trans-
ferred: Provided, That such authority to
transfer may not be used unless for higher
priority items, based on unforeseen military
requirements, than those for which origi-
nally appropriated and in no case where the
item for which funds are requested has been
denied by the Congress: Provided further,
That the Secretary of Defense shall notify
the Congress promptly of all transfers made
pursuant to this authority or any other au-
thority in this Act: Provided further, That no
part of the funds in this Act shall be avail-
able to prepare or present a request to the
Committees on Appropriations for re-
programming of funds, unless for higher pri-
ority items, based on unforeseen military re-
quirements, than those for which originally
appropriated and in no case where the item
for which reprogramming is requested has
been denied by the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That a request for multiple
reprogrammings of funds using authority
provided in this section must be made prior
to March 31, 2002.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8006. During the current fiscal year,
cash balances in working capital funds of the
Department of Defense established pursuant
to section 2208 of title 10, United States
Code, may be maintained in only such
amounts as are necessary at any time for
cash disbursements to be made from such
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made
between such funds: Provided further, That
transfers may be made between working cap-
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc-
tuations, Defense’’ appropriation and the
‘‘Operation and Maintenance’’ appropriation
accounts in such amounts as may be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the
approval of the Office of Management and
Budget, except that such transfers may not
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has
notified the Congress of the proposed trans-
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts
appropriated to working capital funds in this
Act, no obligations may be made against a
working capital fund to procure or increase
the value of war reserve material inventory,
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified
the Congress prior to any such obligation.

SEC. 8007. Funds appropriated by this Act
may not be used to initiate a special access
program without prior notification 30 cal-
endar days in session in advance to the con-
gressional defense committees.

SEC. 8008. None of the funds provided in
this Act shall be available to initiate: (1) a
multiyear contract that employs economic
order quantity procurement in excess of
$20,000,000 in any 1 year of the contract or
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil-
ity in excess of $20,000,000; or (2) a contract
for advance procurement leading to a
multiyear contract that employs economic
order quantity procurement in excess of
$20,000,000 in any 1 year, unless the congres-
sional defense committees have been notified
at least 30 days in advance of the proposed
contract award: Provided, That no part of
any appropriation contained in this Act shall
be available to initiate a multiyear contract
for which the economic order quantity ad-
vance procurement is not funded at least to
the limits of the Government’s liability: Pro-
vided further, That no part of any appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be available
to initiate multiyear procurement contracts
for any systems or component thereof if the
value of the multiyear contract would ex-
ceed $500,000,000 unless specifically provided
in this Act: Provided further, That no
multiyear procurement contract can be ter-
minated without 10-day prior notification to
the congressional defense committees: Pro-

vided further, That the execution of
multiyear authority shall require the use of
a present value analysis to determine lowest
cost compared to an annual procurement.

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act
may be used for multiyear procurement con-
tracts as follows:

C–17; and
F/A–18E and F engine.
SEC. 8009. Within the funds appropriated

for the operation and maintenance of the
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as-
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10,
United States Code. Such funds may also be
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist-
ance costs incidental to authorized oper-
ations and pursuant to authority granted in
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United
States Code, and these obligations shall be
reported to the Congress on September 30 of
each year: Provided, That funds available for
operation and maintenance shall be avail-
able for providing humanitarian and similar
assistance by using Civic Action Teams in
the Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands
and freely associated states of Micronesia,
pursuant to the Compact of Free Association
as authorized by Public Law 99–239: Provided
further, That upon a determination by the
Secretary of the Army that such action is
beneficial for graduate medical education
programs conducted at Army medical facili-
ties located in Hawaii, the Secretary of the
Army may authorize the provision of med-
ical services at such facilities and transpor-
tation to such facilities, on a nonreimburs-
able basis, for civilian patients from Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, the Marshall Is-
lands, the Federated States of Micronesia,
Palau, and Guam.

SEC. 8010. (a) During fiscal year 2002, the ci-
vilian personnel of the Department of De-
fense may not be managed on the basis of
any end-strength, and the management of
such personnel during that fiscal year shall
not be subject to any constraint or limita-
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num-
ber of such personnel who may be employed
on the last day of such fiscal year.

(b) The fiscal year 2003 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 2002 Department of
Defense budget request shall be prepared and
submitted to the Congress as if subsections
(a) and (b) of this provision were effective
with regard to fiscal year 2003.

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni-
cians.

SEC. 8011. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used by the Depart-
ment of Defense to exceed, outside the 50
United States, its territories, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, 125,000 civilian workyears:
Provided, That workyears shall be applied as
defined in the Federal Personnel Manual:
Provided further, That workyears expended in
dependent student hiring programs for dis-
advantaged youths shall not be included in
this workyear limitation.

SEC. 8012. None of the funds made available
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac-
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat-
ters pending before the Congress.

SEC. 8013. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available for the basic
pay and allowances of any member of the
Army participating as a full-time student
and receiving benefits paid by the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs from the Department of
Defense Education Benefits Fund when time
spent as a full-time student is credited to-

ward completion of a service commitment:
Provided, That this subsection shall not
apply to those members who have reenlisted
with this option prior to October 1, 1987: Pro-
vided further, That this subsection applies
only to active components of the Army.

SEC. 8014. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to convert to
contractor performance an activity or func-
tion of the Department of Defense that, on
or after the date of the enactment of this
Act, is performed by more than 10 Depart-
ment of Defense civilian employees until a
most efficient and cost-effective organiza-
tion analysis is completed on such activity
or function and certification of the analysis
is made to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Senate: Provided, That this section and
subsections (a), (b), and (c) of 10 U.S.C. 2461
shall not apply to a commercial or industrial
type function of the Department of Defense
that: (1) is included on the procurement list
established pursuant to section 2 of the Act
of June 25, 1938 (41 U.S.C. 47), popularly re-
ferred to as the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act; (2)
is planned to be converted to performance by
a qualified nonprofit agency for the blind or
by a qualified nonprofit agency for other se-
verely handicapped individuals in accordance
with that Act; or (3) is planned to be con-
verted to performance by a qualified firm
under 51 percent ownership by an Indian
tribe, as defined in section 450b(e) of title 25,
United States Code, or a Native Hawaiian or-
ganization, as defined in section 637(a)(15) of
title 15, United States Code.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8015. Funds appropriated in title III of
this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred
to any other appropriation contained in this
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as-
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831
of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10
U.S.C. 2301 note), as amended, under the au-
thority of this provision or any other trans-
fer authority contained in this Act.

SEC. 8016. None of the funds in this Act
may be available for the purchase by the De-
partment of Defense (and its departments
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and
under unless the anchor and mooring chain
are manufactured in the United States from
components which are substantially manu-
factured in the United States: Provided, That
for the purpose of this section manufactured
will include cutting, heat treating, quality
control, testing of chain and welding (includ-
ing the forging and shot blasting process):
Provided further, That for the purpose of this
section substantially all of the components
of anchor and mooring chain shall be consid-
ered to be produced or manufactured in the
United States if the aggregate cost of the
components produced or manufactured in the
United States exceeds the aggregate cost of
the components produced or manufactured
outside the United States: Provided further,
That when adequate domestic supplies are
not available to meet Department of Defense
requirements on a timely basis, the Sec-
retary of the service responsible for the pro-
curement may waive this restriction on a
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses.

SEC. 8017. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act available for the Civilian Health
and Medical Program of the Uniformed Serv-
ices (CHAMPUS) or TRICARE shall be avail-
able for the reimbursement of any health
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care provider for inpatient mental health
service for care received when a patient is
referred to a provider of inpatient mental
health care or residential treatment care by
a medical or health care professional having
an economic interest in the facility to which
the patient is referred: Provided, That this
limitation does not apply in the case of inpa-
tient mental health services provided under
the program for persons with disabilities
under subsection (d) of section 1079 of title
10, United States Code, provided as partial
hospital care, or provided pursuant to a
waiver authorized by the Secretary of De-
fense because of medical or psychological
circumstances of the patient that are con-
firmed by a health professional who is not a
Federal employee after a review, pursuant to
rules prescribed by the Secretary, which
takes into account the appropriate level of
care for the patient, the intensity of services
required by the patient, and the availability
of that care.

SEC. 8018. Funds available in this Act and
hereafter may be used to provide transpor-
tation for the next-of-kin of individuals who
have been prisoners of war or missing in ac-
tion from the Vietnam era to an annual
meeting in the United States, under such
regulations as the Secretary of Defense may
prescribe.

SEC. 8019. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, during the current fiscal year,
the Secretary of Defense may, by executive
agreement, establish with host nation gov-
ernments in NATO member states a separate
account into which such residual value
amounts negotiated in the return of United
States military installations in NATO mem-
ber states may be deposited, in the currency
of the host nation, in lieu of direct monetary
transfers to the United States Treasury: Pro-
vided, That such credits may be utilized only
for the construction of facilities to support
United States military forces in that host
nation, or such real property maintenance
and base operating costs that are currently
executed through monetary transfers to such
host nations: Provided further, That the De-
partment of Defense’s budget submission for
fiscal year 2002 shall identify such sums an-
ticipated in residual value settlements, and
identify such construction, real property
maintenance or base operating costs that
shall be funded by the host nation through
such credits: Provided further, That all mili-
tary construction projects to be executed
from such accounts must be previously ap-
proved in a prior Act of Congress: Provided
further, That each such executive agreement
with a NATO member host nation shall be
reported to the congressional defense com-
mittees, the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate 30 days prior to the conclusion and
endorsement of any such agreement estab-
lished under this provision.

SEC. 8020. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense may be used to
demilitarize or dispose of M–1 Carbines, M–1
Garand rifles, M–14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles,
.30 caliber rifles, or M–1911 pistols.

SEC. 8021. No more than $500,000 of the
funds appropriated or made available in this
Act shall be used during a single fiscal year
for any single relocation of an organization,
unit, activity or function of the Department
of Defense into or within the National Cap-
ital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of
Defense may waive this restriction on a case-
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the
congressional defense committees that such
a relocation is required in the best interest
of the Government.

SEC. 8022. In addition to the funds provided
elsewhere in this Act, $8,000,000 is appro-
priated only for incentive payments author-

ized by section 504 of the Indian Financing
Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544): Provided, That a
subcontractor at any tier shall be considered
a contractor for the purposes of being al-
lowed additional compensation under section
504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974 (25
U.S.C. 1544).

SEC. 8023. During the current fiscal year
and hereafter, funds appropriated or other-
wise available for any Federal agency, the
Congress, the judicial branch, or the District
of Columbia may be used for the pay, allow-
ances, and benefits of an employee as defined
by section 2105 of title 5, United States Code,
or an individual employed by the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia, permanent
or temporary indefinite, who—

(1) is a member of a Reserve component of
the Armed Forces, as described in section
10101 of title 10, United States Code, or the
National Guard, as described in section 101 of
title 32, United States Code;

(2) performs, for the purpose of providing
military aid to enforce the law or providing
assistance to civil authorities in the protec-
tion or saving of life or property or preven-
tion of injury—

(A) Federal service under sections 331, 332,
333, or 12406 of title 10, United States Code,
or other provision of law, as applicable; or

(B) full-time military service for his or her
State, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or a territory of
the United States; and

(3) requests and is granted—
(A) leave under the authority of this sec-

tion; or
(B) annual leave, which may be granted

without regard to the provisions of sections
5519 and 6323(b) of title 5, United States Code,
if such employee is otherwise entitled to
such annual leave:

Provided, That any employee who requests
leave under subsection (3)(A) for service de-
scribed in subsection (2) of this section is en-
titled to such leave, subject to the provisions
of this section and of the last sentence of
section 6323(b) of title 5, United States Code,
and such leave shall be considered leave
under section 6323(b) of title 5, United States
Code.

SEC. 8024. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to perform any
cost study pursuant to the provisions of OMB
Circular A–76 if the study being performed
exceeds a period of 24 months after initiation
of such study with respect to a single func-
tion activity or 48 months after initiation of
such study for a multi-function activity.

SEC. 8025. Funds appropriated by this Act
for the American Forces Information Service
shall not be used for any national or inter-
national political or psychological activities.

SEC. 8026. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of
Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian
employees hired for certain health care occu-
pations as authorized for the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38,
United States Code.

SEC. 8027. Of the funds made available in
this Act, not less than $61,100,000 shall be
available to maintain an attrition reserve
force of 18 B–52 aircraft, of which $3,300,000
shall be available from ‘‘Military Personnel,
Air Force’’, $37,400,000 shall be available from
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’,
and $20,400,000 shall be available from ‘‘Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force’’: Provided,
That the Secretary of the Air Force shall
maintain a total force of 94 B–52 aircraft, in-
cluding 18 attrition reserve aircraft, during
fiscal year 2002: Provided further, That the
Secretary of Defense shall include in the Air
Force budget request for fiscal year 2003
amounts sufficient to maintain a B–52 force
totaling 94 aircraft.

SEC. 8028. (a) Of the funds for the procure-
ment of supplies or services appropriated by
this Act, qualified nonprofit agencies for the
blind or other severely handicapped shall be
afforded the maximum practicable oppor-
tunity to participate as subcontractors and
suppliers in the performance of contracts let
by the Department of Defense.

(b) During the current fiscal year, a busi-
ness concern which has negotiated with a
military service or defense agency a subcon-
tracting plan for the participation by small
business concerns pursuant to section 8(d) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(d))
shall be given credit toward meeting that
subcontracting goal for any purchases made
from qualified nonprofit agencies for the
blind or other severely handicapped.

(c) For the purpose of this section, the
phrase ‘‘qualified nonprofit agency for the
blind or other severely handicapped’’ means
a nonprofit agency for the blind or other se-
verely handicapped that has been approved
by the Committee for the Purchase from the
Blind and Other Severely Handicapped under
the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46–
48).

SEC. 8029. During the current fiscal year,
net receipts pursuant to collections from
third party payers pursuant to section 1095 of
title 10, United States Code, shall be made
available to the local facility of the uni-
formed services responsible for the collec-
tions and shall be over and above the facili-
ty’s direct budget amount.

SEC. 8030. During the current fiscal year,
the Department of Defense is authorized to
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation
of receipt of contributions, only from the
Government of Kuwait, under that section:
Provided, That upon receipt, such contribu-
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall
be credited to the appropriations or fund
which incurred such obligations.

SEC. 8031. Of the funds made available in
this Act, not less than $24,303,000 shall be
available for the Civil Air Patrol Corpora-
tion, of which $22,803,000 shall be available
for Civil Air Patrol Corporation operation
and maintenance to support readiness activi-
ties which includes $1,500,000 for the Civil Air
Patrol counterdrug program: Provided, That
funds identified for ‘‘Civil Air Patrol’’ under
this section are intended for and shall be for
the exclusive use of the Civil Air Patrol Cor-
poration and not for the Air Force or any
unit thereof.

SEC. 8032. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act are available to establish
a new Department of Defense (department)
federally funded research and development
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as
a separate entity administrated by an orga-
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a
nonprofit membership corporation con-
sisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and
other non-profit entities.

(b) No member of a Board of Directors,
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special
Issues Panel, Visiting Committee, or any
similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no
paid consultant to any defense FFRDC, ex-
cept when acting in a technical advisory ca-
pacity, may be compensated for his or her
services as a member of such entity, or as a
paid consultant by more than one FFRDC in
a fiscal year: Provided, That a member of any
such entity referred to previously in this
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses
and per diem as authorized under the Federal
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in
the performance of membership duties.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, none of the funds available to the de-
partment from any source during fiscal year
2002 may be used by a defense FFRDC,
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through a fee or other payment mechanism,
for construction of new buildings, for pay-
ment of cost sharing for projects funded by
Government grants, for absorption of con-
tract overruns, or for certain charitable con-
tributions, not to include employee partici-
pation in community service and/or develop-
ment.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, of the funds available to the department
during fiscal year 2002, not more than 6,227
staff years of technical effort (staff years)
may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided,
That of the specific amount referred to pre-
viously in this subsection, not more than
1,029 staff years may be funded for the de-
fense studies and analysis FFRDCs.

(e) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the
submission of the department’s fiscal year
2003 budget request, submit a report pre-
senting the specific amounts of staff years of
technical effort to be allocated for each de-
fense FFRDC during that fiscal year.

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the total amount appropriated in
this Act for FFRDCs is hereby reduced by
$60,000,000.

SEC. 8033. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act shall be used to
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for
use in any Government-owned facility or
property under the control of the Depart-
ment of Defense which were not melted and
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro-
vided, That these procurement restrictions
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car-
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the military de-
partment responsible for the procurement
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate that adequate
domestic supplies are not available to meet
Department of Defense requirements on a
timely basis and that such an acquisition
must be made in order to acquire capability
for national security purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply
to contracts which are in being as of the date
of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 8034. For the purposes of this Act, the
term ‘‘congressional defense committees’’
means the Armed Services Committee of the
House of Representatives, the Armed Serv-
ices Committee of the Senate, the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate, and the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives.

SEC. 8035. During the current fiscal year,
the Department of Defense may acquire the
modification, depot maintenance and repair
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the
production of components and other Defense-
related articles, through competition be-
tween Department of Defense depot mainte-
nance activities and private firms: Provided,
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the
military department or defense agency con-
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer-
tify that successful bids include comparable
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for
both public and private bids: Provided further,
That Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A–76 shall not apply to competitions
conducted under this section.

SEC. 8036. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense,
after consultation with the United States
Trade Representative, determines that a for-
eign country which is party to an agreement
described in paragraph (2) has violated the
terms of the agreement by discriminating
against certain types of products produced in

the United States that are covered by the
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the
Buy American Act with respect to such
types of products produced in that foreign
country.

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement
memorandum of understanding, between the
United States and a foreign country pursu-
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has
prospectively waived the Buy American Act
for certain products in that country.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
to the Congress a report on the amount of
Department of Defense purchases from for-
eign entities in fiscal year 2001. Such report
shall separately indicate the dollar value of
items for which the Buy American Act was
waived pursuant to any agreement described
in subsection (a)(2), the Trade Agreement
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any
international agreement to which the United
States is a party.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term
‘‘Buy American Act’’ means title III of the
Act entitled ‘‘An Act making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1934, and for other purposes’’, approved
March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.).

SEC. 8037. Appropriations contained in this
Act that remain available at the end of the
current fiscal year as a result of energy cost
savings realized by the Department of De-
fense shall remain available for obligation
for the next fiscal year to the extent, and for
the purposes, provided in section 2865 of title
10, United States Code.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8038. Amounts deposited during the
current fiscal year to the special account es-
tablished under 40 U.S.C. 485(h)(2) and to the
special account established under 10 U.S.C.
2667(d)(1) are appropriated and shall be avail-
able until transferred by the Secretary of
Defense to current applicable appropriations
or funds of the Department of Defense under
the terms and conditions specified by 40
U.S.C. 485(h)(2)(A) and (B) and 10 U.S.C.
2667(d)(1)(B), to be merged with and to be
available for the same time period and the
same purposes as the appropriation to which
transferred.

SEC. 8039. The Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) shall submit to the congres-
sional defense committees by February 1,
2002, a detailed report identifying, by
amount and by separate budget activity, ac-
tivity group, subactivity group, line item,
program element, program, project, sub-
project, and activity, any activity for which
the fiscal year 2003 budget request was re-
duced because the Congress appropriated
funds above the President’s budget request
for that specific activity for fiscal year 2002.

SEC. 8040. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available for ‘‘Drug
Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities,
Defense’’ may be obligated for the Young
Marines program.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8041. During the current fiscal year,
amounts contained in the Department of De-
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment
Recovery Account established by section
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C.
2687 note) shall be available until expended
for the payments specified by section
2921(c)(2) of that Act.

SEC. 8042. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force may convey at no
cost to the Air Force, without consideration,
to Indian tribes located in the States of
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and

Minnesota relocatable military housing
units located at Grand Forks Air Force Base
and Minot Air Force Base that are excess to
the needs of the Air Force.

(b) PROCESSING OF REQUESTS.—The Sec-
retary of the Air Force shall convey, at no
cost to the Air Force, military housing units
under subsection (a) in accordance with the
request for such units that are submitted to
the Secretary by the Operation Walking
Shield Program on behalf of Indian tribes lo-
cated in the States of North Dakota, South
Dakota, Montana, and Minnesota.

(c) RESOLUTION OF HOUSING UNIT CON-
FLICTS.—The Operation Walking Shield pro-
gram shall resolve any conflicts among re-
quests of Indian tribes for housing units
under subsection (a) before submitting re-
quests to the Secretary of the Air Force
under subsection (b).

(d) INDIAN TRIBE DEFINED.—In this section,
the term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ means any recog-
nized Indian tribe included on the current
list published by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior under section 104 of the Federally Rec-
ognized Indian Tribe Act of 1994 (Public Law
103–454; 108 Stat. 4792; 25 U.S.C. 479a–1).

SEC. 8043. During the current fiscal year,
appropriations which are available to the De-
partment of Defense for operation and main-
tenance may be used to purchase items hav-
ing an investment item unit cost of not more
than $100,000.

SEC. 8044. (a) During the current fiscal
year, none of the appropriations or funds
available to the Department of Defense
Working Capital Funds shall be used for the
purchase of an investment item for the pur-
pose of acquiring a new inventory item for
sale or anticipated sale during the current
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus-
tomers of the Department of Defense Work-
ing Capital Funds if such an item would not
have been chargeable to the Department of
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis-
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an
investment item would be chargeable during
the current fiscal year to appropriations
made to the Department of Defense for pro-
curement.

(b) The fiscal year 2003 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 2003 Department of
Defense budget shall be prepared and sub-
mitted to the Congress on the basis that any
equipment which was classified as an end
item and funded in a procurement appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted
for in a proposed fiscal year 2003 procure-
ment appropriation and not in the supply
management business area or any other area
or category of the Department of Defense
Working Capital Funds.

SEC. 8045. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act for programs of the Central In-
telligence Agency shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex-
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2003: Provided, That
funds appropriated, transferred, or otherwise
credited to the Central Intelligence Agency
Central Services Working Capital Fund dur-
ing this or any prior or subsequent fiscal
year shall remain available until expended.

SEC. 8046. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds made available in this
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may
be used for the design, development, and de-
ployment of General Defense Intelligence
Program intelligence communications and
intelligence information systems for the
Services, the Unified and Specified Com-
mands, and the component commands.

SEC. 8047. Of the funds appropriated by the
Department of Defense under the heading
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-
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Wide’’, not less than $10,000,000 shall be made
available only for the mitigation of environ-
mental impacts, including training and tech-
nical assistance to tribes, related adminis-
trative support, the gathering of informa-
tion, documenting of environmental damage,
and developing a system for prioritization of
mitigation and cost to complete estimates
for mitigation, on Indian lands resulting
from Department of Defense activities.

SEC. 8048. Amounts collected for the use of
the facilities of the National Science Center
for Communications and Electronics during
the current fiscal year and hereafter pursu-
ant to section 1459(g) of the Department of
Defense Authorization Act, 1986, and depos-
ited to the special account established under
subsection 1459(g)(2) of that Act are appro-
priated and shall be available until expended
for the operation and maintenance of the
Center as provided for in subsection
1459(g)(2).

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8049. In addition to the amounts ap-
propriated elsewhere in this Act, $10,000,000
is hereby appropriated to the Department of
Defense: Provided, That at the direction of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Re-
serve Affairs, these funds shall be transferred
to the Reserve component personnel ac-
counts in Title I of this Act: Provided further,
That these funds shall be used for incentive
and bonus programs that address the most
pressing recruitment and retention issues in
the Reserve components.

SEC. 8050. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be expended by an
entity of the Department of Defense unless
the entity, in expending the funds, complies
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American
Act’’ means title III of the Act entitled ‘‘An
Act making appropriations for the Treasury
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1934, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a
et seq.).

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines
that a person has been convicted of inten-
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in
America’’ inscription to any product sold in
or shipped to the United States that is not
made in America, the Secretary shall deter-
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of
title 10, United States Code, whether the per-
son should be debarred from contracting
with the Department of Defense.

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod-
ucts purchased with appropriations provided
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress
that any entity of the Department of De-
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur-
chase only American-made equipment and
products, provided that American-made
equipment and products are cost-competi-
tive, quality-competitive, and available in a
timely fashion.

SEC. 8051. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available for a contract
for studies, analysis, or consulting services
entered into without competition on the
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the
head of the activity responsible for the pro-
curement determines—

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval-
uation, only one source is found fully quali-
fied to perform the proposed work;

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi-
cant scientific or technological promise, rep-
resents the product of original thinking, and
was submitted in confidence by one source;
or

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take
advantage of unique and significant indus-
trial accomplishment by a specific concern,
or to insure that a new product or idea of a
specific concern is given financial support:

Provided, That this limitation shall not
apply to contracts in an amount of less than
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of
equipment that is in development or produc-
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi-
cial of the Department of Defense, who has
been confirmed by the Senate, determines
that the award of such contract is in the in-
terest of the national defense.

SEC. 8052. (a) Except as provided in sub-
sections (b) and (c), none of the funds made
available by this Act may be used—

(1) to establish a field operating agency; or
(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the

Armed Forces or civilian employee of the de-
partment who is transferred or reassigned
from a headquarters activity if the member
or employee’s place of duty remains at the
location of that headquarters.

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary
of a military department may waive the lim-
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer-
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and Senate
that the granting of the waiver will reduce
the personnel requirements or the financial
requirements of the department.

(c) This section does not apply to field op-
erating agencies funded within the National
Foreign Intelligence Program.

SEC. 8053. During the current fiscal year
and hereafter, funds appropriated or made
available by the transfer of funds in this or
subsequent Appropriations Acts, for intel-
ligence activities are deemed to be specifi-
cally authorized by the Congress for pur-
poses of section 504 of the National Security
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) until the enact-
ment of the Intelligence Authorization Act
for that fiscal year and funds appropriated or
made available by transfer of funds in any
subsequent Supplemental Appropriations
Act enacted after the enactment of the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act for that fiscal
year are deemed to be specifically authorized
by the Congress for purposes of section 504 of
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C.
414).

SEC. 8054. Notwithstanding section 303 of
Public Law 96–487 or any other provision of
law, the Secretary of the Navy is authorized
to lease real and personal property at Naval
Air Facility, Adak, Alaska, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2667(f ), for commercial, industrial or
other purposes: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Navy may remove hazardous
materials from facilities, buildings, and
structures at Adak, Alaska, and may demol-
ish or otherwise dispose of such facilities,
buildings, and structures.

(RESCISSIONS)

SEC. 8055. Of the funds provided in Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Acts, the
following funds are hereby rescinded as of
the date of the enactment of this Act from
the following accounts in the specified
amounts:

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Army, 2001/2003’’,
$15,500,000;

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 2001/
2003’’, $43,983,000;

‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force, 2001/
2003’’, $58,550,000;

‘‘Procurement, Defense-Wide, 2001/2003’’,
$64,170,000;

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Air Force, 2001/2002’’, $13,450,000; and

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense-Wide, 2001/2002’’, $5,664,000.

SEC. 8056. None of the funds available in
this Act may be used to reduce the author-
ized positions for military (civilian) techni-
cians of the Army National Guard, the Air
National Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad-

ministratively imposed civilian personnel
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci-
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions
are a direct result of a reduction in military
force structure.

SEC. 8057. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available in this Act may
be obligated or expended for assistance to
the Democratic People’s Republic of North
Korea unless specifically appropriated for
that purpose.

SEC. 8058. During the current fiscal year,
funds appropriated in this Act are available
to compensate members of the National
Guard for duty performed pursuant to a plan
submitted by a Governor of a State and ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense under
section 112 of title 32, United States Code:
Provided, That during the performance of
such duty, the members of the National
Guard shall be under State command and
control: Provided further, That such duty
shall be treated as full-time National Guard
duty for purposes of sections 12602(a)(2) and
(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 8059. Funds appropriated in this Act
for operation and maintenance of the Mili-
tary Departments, Combatant Commands
and Defense Agencies shall be available for
reimbursement of pay, allowances and other
expenses which would otherwise be incurred
against appropriations for the National
Guard and Reserve when members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve provide intel-
ligence or counterintelligence support to
Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies and
Joint Intelligence Activities, including the
activities and programs included within the
National Foreign Intelligence Program
(NFIP), the Joint Military Intelligence Pro-
gram (JMIP), and the Tactical Intelligence
and Related Activities (TIARA) aggregate:
Provided, That nothing in this section au-
thorizes deviation from established Reserve
and National Guard personnel and training
procedures.

SEC. 8060. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, that not more than 35 percent
of funds provided in this Act, for environ-
mental remediation may be obligated under
indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity con-
tracts with a total contract value of
$130,000,000 or higher.

SEC. 8061. Of the funds made available
under the heading ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Air Force’’, $12,000,000 shall be avail-
able to realign railroad track on Elmendorf
Air Force Base and Fort Richardson.

SEC. 8062. (a) None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense for any fiscal
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug
activities may be transferred to any other
department or agency of the United States
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law.

(b) None of the funds available to the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year
for drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities may be transferred to any other de-
partment or agency of the United States ex-
cept as specifically provided in an appropria-
tions law.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8063. Appropriations available in this
Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main-
tenance, Defense-Wide’’ for increasing en-
ergy and water efficiency in Federal build-
ings may, during their period of availability,
be transferred to other appropriations or
funds of the Department of Defense for
projects related to increasing energy and
water efficiency, to be merged with and to be
available for the same general purposes, and
for the same time period, as the appropria-
tion or fund to which transferred.

SEC. 8064. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for the procurement
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of ball and roller bearings other than those
produced by a domestic source and of domes-
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of
the military department responsible for such
procurement may waive this restriction on a
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Senate,
that adequate domestic supplies are not
available to meet Department of Defense re-
quirements on a timely basis and that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses: Provided further, That this restriction
shall not apply to the purchase of ‘‘commer-
cial items’’, as defined by section 4(12) of the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act,
except that the restriction shall apply to
ball or roller bearings purchased as end
items.

SEC. 8065. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense shall be made available to
provide transportation of medical supplies
and equipment, on a nonreimbursable basis,
to American Samoa, and funds available to
the Department of Defense shall be made
available to provide transportation of med-
ical supplies and equipment, on a non-
reimbursable basis, to the Indian Health
Service when it is in conjunction with a
civil-military project.

SEC. 8066. None of the funds in this Act
may be used to purchase any supercomputer
which is not manufactured in the United
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies to the congressional defense commit-
tees that such an acquisition must be made
in order to acquire capability for national se-
curity purposes that is not available from
United States manufacturers.

SEC. 8067. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Naval shipyards of the
United States shall be eligible to participate
in any manufacturing extension program fi-
nanced by funds appropriated in this or any
other Act.

SEC. 8068. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, each contract awarded by the
Department of Defense during the current
fiscal year for construction or service per-
formed in whole or in part in a State (as de-
fined in section 381(d) of title 10, United
States Code) which is not contiguous with
another State and has an unemployment
rate in excess of the national average rate of
unemployment as determined by the Sec-
retary of Labor, shall include a provision re-
quiring the contractor to employ, for the
purpose of performing that portion of the
contract in such State that is not contiguous
with another State, individuals who are resi-
dents of such State and who, in the case of
any craft or trade, possess or would be able
to acquire promptly the necessary skills:
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may
waive the requirements of this section, on a
case-by-case basis, in the interest of national
security.

SEC. 8069. Of the funds made available in
this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, up to $5,000,000
shall be available to provide assistance, by
grant or otherwise, to public school systems
that have unusually high concentrations of
special needs military dependents enrolled:
Provided, That in selecting school systems to
receive such assistance, special consider-
ation shall be given to school systems in
States that are considered overseas assign-
ments: Provided further, That up to $2,000,000
shall be available for DOD to establish a non-
profit trust fund to assist in the public-pri-
vate funding of public school repair and
maintenance projects, or provide directly to
non-profit organizations who in return will
use these monies to provide assistance in the
form of repair, maintenance, or renovation

to public school systems that have high con-
centrations of special needs military depend-
ents and are located in States that are con-
sidered overseas assignments: Provided fur-
ther, That to the extent a federal agency pro-
vides this assistance, by contract, grant or
otherwise, it may accept and expend non-fed-
eral funds in combination with these federal
funds to provide assistance for the author-
ized purpose, if the non-federal entity re-
quests such assistance and the non-federal
funds are provided on a reimbursable basis.

SEC. 8070. (a) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF
DEFENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, none of
the funds available to the Department of De-
fense for the current fiscal year may be obli-
gated or expended to transfer to another na-
tion or an international organization any de-
fense articles or services (other than intel-
ligence services) for use in the activities de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the congres-
sional defense committees, the Committee
on International Relations of the House of
Representatives, and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate are notified 15
days in advance of such transfer.

(b) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—This section ap-
plies to—

(1) any international peacekeeping or
peace-enforcement operation under the au-
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the
United Nations Charter under the authority
of a United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion; and

(2) any other international peacekeeping,
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist-
ance operation.

(c) REQUIRED NOTICE.—A notice under sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description of the equipment, sup-
plies, or services to be transferred.

(2) A statement of the value of the equip-
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred.

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of
equipment or supplies—

(A) a statement of whether the inventory
requirements of all elements of the Armed
Forces (including the reserve components)
for the type of equipment or supplies to be
transferred have been met; and

(B) a statement of whether the items pro-
posed to be transferred will have to be re-
placed and, if so, how the President proposes
to provide funds for such replacement.

SEC. 8071. To the extent authorized by sub-
chapter VI of chapter 148 of title 10, United
States Code, the Secretary of Defense may
issue loan guarantees in support of United
States defense exports not otherwise pro-
vided for: Provided, That the total contingent
liability of the United States for guarantees
issued under the authority of this section
may not exceed $15,000,000,000: Provided fur-
ther, That the exposure fees charged and col-
lected by the Secretary for each guarantee
shall be paid by the country involved and
shall not be financed as part of a loan guar-
anteed by the United States: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall provide quar-
terly reports to the Committees on Appro-
priations, Armed Services, and Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committees on
Appropriations, Armed Services, and Inter-
national Relations in the House of Rep-
resentatives on the implementation of this
program: Provided further, That amounts
charged for administrative fees and depos-
ited to the special account provided for
under section 2540c(d) of title 10, shall be
available for paying the costs of administra-
tive expenses of the Department of Defense
that are attributable to the loan guarantee
program under subchapter VI of chapter 148
of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 8072. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense under this Act
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con-

tractor under a contract with the Depart-
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid
by the contractor to an employee when—

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise
in excess of the normal salary paid by the
contractor to the employee; and

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs
associated with a business combination.

SEC. 8073. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in this
Act may be used to transport or provide for
the transportation of chemical munitions or
agents to the Johnston Atoll for the purpose
of storing or demilitarizing such munitions
or agents.

(b) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall
not apply to any obsolete World War II
chemical munition or agent of the United
States found in the World War II Pacific
Theater of Operations.

(c) The President may suspend the applica-
tion of subsection (a) during a period of war
in which the United States is a party.

SEC. 8074. Up to $3,000,000 of the funds ap-
propriated under the heading ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Navy’’ in this Act for the Pa-
cific Missile Range Facility may be made
available to contract for the repair, mainte-
nance, and operation of adjacent off-base
water, drainage, and flood control systems
critical to base operations.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8075. During the current fiscal year,
no more than $30,000,000 of appropriations
made in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ may
be transferred to appropriations available for
the pay of military personnel, to be merged
with, and to be available for the same time
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred, to be used in support of such per-
sonnel in connection with support and serv-
ices for eligible organizations and activities
outside the Department of Defense pursuant
to section 2012 of title 10, United States
Code.

SEC. 8076. For purposes of section 1553(b) of
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision
of appropriations made in this Act under the
heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion,
Navy’’ shall be considered to be for the same
purpose as any subdivision under the heading
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’ appro-
priations in any prior year, and the 1 percent
limitation shall apply to the total amount of
the appropriation.

SEC. 8077. During the current fiscal year, in
the case of an appropriation account of the
Department of Defense for which the period
of availability for obligation has expired or
which has closed under the provisions of sec-
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and
which has a negative unliquidated or unex-
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust-
ment of an obligation may be charged to any
current appropriation account for the same
purpose as the expired or closed account if—

(1) the obligation would have been properly
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex-
pired or closed account before the end of the
period of availability or closing of that ac-
count;

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly
chargeable to any current appropriation ac-
count of the Department of Defense; and

(3) in the case of an expired account, the
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap-
propriation of the Department of Defense
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101–510, as
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That
in the case of an expired account, if subse-
quent review or investigation discloses that
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated
or unexpended balance in the account, any
charge to a current account under the au-
thority of this section shall be reversed and
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recorded against the expired account: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount charged
to a current appropriation under this section
may not exceed an amount equal to 1 percent
of the total appropriation for that account.

SEC. 8078. Funds appropriated in title II of
this Act and for the Defense Health Program
in title VI of this Act for supervision and ad-
ministration costs for facilities maintenance
and repair, minor construction, or design
projects may be obligated at the time the re-
imbursable order is accepted by the per-
forming activity: Provided, That for the pur-
pose of this section, supervision and adminis-
tration costs includes all in-house Govern-
ment cost.

SEC. 8079. During the current fiscal year,
the Secretary of Defense may waive reim-
bursement of the cost of conferences, semi-
nars, courses of instruction, or similar edu-
cational activities of the Asia-Pacific Center
for Security Studies for military officers and
civilian officials of foreign nations if the
Secretary determines that attendance by
such personnel, without reimbursement, is in
the national security interest of the United
States: Provided, That costs for which reim-
bursement is waived pursuant to this section
shall be paid from appropriations available
for the Asia-Pacific Center.

SEC. 8080. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Chief of the National
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip-
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn-
ing Project by any person or entity on a
space-available, reimbursable basis. The
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es-
tablish the amount of reimbursement for
such use on a case-by-case basis.

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a)
shall be credited to funds available for the
National Guard Distance Learning Project
and be available to defray the costs associ-
ated with the use of equipment of the project
under that subsection. Such funds shall be
available for such purposes without fiscal
year limitation.

SEC. 8081. Using funds available by this Act
or any other Act, the Secretary of the Air
Force, pursuant to a determination under
section 2690 of title 10, United States Code,
may implement cost-effective agreements
for required heating facility modernization
in the Kaiserslautern Military Community
in the Federal Republic of Germany: Pro-
vided, That in the City of Kaiserslautern
such agreements will include the use of
United States anthracite as the base load en-
ergy for municipal district heat to the
United States Defense installations: Provided
further, That at Landstuhl Army Regional
Medical Center and Ramstein Air Base, fur-
nished heat may be obtained from private,
regional or municipal services, if provisions
are included for the consideration of United
States coal as an energy source.

SEC. 8082. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3902,
during the current fiscal year and hereafter,
interest penalties may be paid by the De-
partment of Defense from funds financing
the operation of the military department or
defense agency with which the invoice or
contract payment is associated.

SEC. 8083. None of the funds appropriated in
title IV of this Act may be used to procure
end-items for delivery to military forces for
operational training, operational use or in-
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re-
striction does not apply to end-items used in
development, prototyping, and test activi-
ties preceding and leading to acceptance for
operational use: Provided further, That this
restriction does not apply to programs fund-
ed within the National Foreign Intelligence
Program: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may waive this restriction
on a case-by-case basis by certifying in writ-
ing to the Committees on Appropriations of

the House of Representatives and the Senate
that it is in the national security interest to
do so.

SEC. 8084. Of the funds made available
under the heading ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Air Force’’, not less than $1,500,000
shall be made available by grant or other-
wise, to the Council of Athabascan Tribal
Governments, to provide assistance for
health care, monitoring and related issues
associated with research conducted from 1955
to 1957 by the former Arctic Aeromedical
Laboratory.

SEC. 8085. In addition to the amounts ap-
propriated or otherwise made available in
this Act, $5,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2002, is hereby appropriated to
the Department of Defense: Provided, That
the Secretary of Defense shall make a grant
in the amount of $5,000,000 to the American
Red Cross for Armed Forces Emergency
Services.

SEC. 8086. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to approve or license
the sale of the F–22 advanced tactical fighter
to any foreign government.

SEC. 8087. (a) The Secretary of Defense
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive with re-
spect to a foreign country each limitation on
the procurement of defense items from for-
eign sources provided in law if the Secretary
determines that the application of the limi-
tation with respect to that country would in-
validate cooperative programs entered into
between the Department of Defense and the
foreign country, or would invalidate recip-
rocal trade agreements for the procurement
of defense items entered into under section
2531 of title 10, United States Code, and the
country does not discriminate against the
same or similar defense items produced in
the United States for that country.

(b) Subsection (a) applies with respect to—
(1) contracts and subcontracts entered into

on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act; and

(2) options for the procurement of items
that are exercised after such date under con-
tracts that are entered into before such date
if the option prices are adjusted for any rea-
son other than the application of a waiver
granted under subsection (a).

(c) Subsection (a) does not apply to a limi-
tation regarding construction of public ves-
sels, ball and roller bearings, food, and cloth-
ing or textile materials as defined by section
11 (chapters 50–65) of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule and products classified under head-
ings 4010, 4202, 4203, 6401 through 6406, 6505,
7019, 7218 through 7229, 7304.41 through
7304.49, 7306.40, 7502 through 7508, 8105, 8108,
8109, 8211, 8215, and 9404.

SEC. 8088. Funds made available to the
Civil Air Patrol in this Act under the head-
ing ‘‘Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Ac-
tivities, Defense’’ may be used for the Civil
Air Patrol Corporation’s counterdrug pro-
gram, including its demand reduction pro-
gram involving youth programs, as well as
operational and training drug reconnais-
sance missions for Federal, State, and local
government agencies; and for equipment
needed for mission support or performance:
Provided, That the Department of the Air
Force should waive reimbursement from the
Federal, State, and local government agen-
cies for the use of these funds.

SEC. 8089. Section 8125 of the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 2001 (Public
Law 106–259), is hereby repealed.

SEC. 8090. Of the funds appropriated in this
Act under the heading ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Test and Evaluation, Navy’’, up to
$3,000,000 may be made available for a Mari-
time Fire Training Center at Barbers Point,
including provision for laboratories, con-
struction, and other efforts associated with
research, development, and other programs

of major importance to the Department of
Defense.

SEC. 8091. (a) PROHIBITION.—None of the
funds made available by this Act may be
used to support any training program involv-
ing a unit of the security forces of a foreign
country if the Secretary of Defense has re-
ceived credible information from the Depart-
ment of State that the unit has committed a
gross violation of human rights, unless all
necessary corrective steps have been taken.

(b) MONITORING.—The Secretary of Defense,
in consultation with the Secretary of State,
shall ensure that prior to a decision to con-
duct any training program referred to in sub-
section (a), full consideration is given to all
credible information available to the Depart-
ment of State relating to human rights vio-
lations by foreign security forces.

(c) WAIVER.—The Secretary of Defense,
after consultation with the Secretary of
State, may waive the prohibition in sub-
section (a) if he determines that such waiver
is required by extraordinary circumstances.

(d) REPORT.—Not more than 15 days after
the exercise of any waiver under subsection
(c), the Secretary of Defense shall submit a
report to the congressional defense commit-
tees describing the extraordinary cir-
cumstances, the purpose and duration of the
training program, the United States forces
and the foreign security forces involved in
the training program, and the information
relating to human rights violations that ne-
cessitates the waiver.

SEC. 8092. The Secretary of Defense, in co-
ordination with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, may carry out a program to
distribute surplus dental equipment of the
Department of Defense, at no cost to the De-
partment of Defense, to Indian health service
facilities and to federally-qualified health
centers (within the meaning of section
1905(l)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1396d(l)(2)(B))).

SEC. 8093. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by
$140,591,000 to reflect savings from favorable
foreign currency fluctuations, to be distrib-
uted as follows:

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’,
$89,359,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’,
$15,445,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Marine
Corps’’, $1,379,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’,
$24,408,000; and

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-
Wide’’, $10,000,000.

SEC. 8094. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act to the Depart-
ment of the Navy shall be used to develop,
lease or procure the T-AKE class of ships un-
less the main propulsion diesel engines and
propulsors are manufactured in the United
States by a domestically operated entity:
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis
by certifying in writing to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate that adequate domes-
tic supplies are not available to meet De-
partment of Defense requirements on a time-
ly basis and that such an acquisition must be
made in order to acquire capability for na-
tional security purposes or there exists a sig-
nificant cost or quality difference.

SEC. 8095. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the total amount appropriated
in this Act under Title I and Title II is here-
by reduced by $50,000,000: Provided, That dur-
ing the current fiscal year, not more than 250
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military and civilian personnel of the De-
partment of Defense shall be assigned to leg-
islative affairs or legislative liaison func-
tions: Provided further, That of the 250 per-
sonnel assigned to legislative liaison or leg-
islative affairs functions, 20 percent shall be
assigned to the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense and the Office of the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, 20 percent shall be as-
signed to the Department of the Army, 20
percent shall be assigned to the Department
of the Navy, 20 percent shall be assigned to
the Department of the Air Force, and 20 per-
cent shall be assigned to the combatant com-
mands: Provided further, That of the per-
sonnel assigned to legislative liaison and leg-
islative affairs functions, no fewer than 20
percent shall be assigned to the Under Sec-
retary of Defense (Comptroller), the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Financial Man-
agement and Comptroller), the Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (Financial Manage-
ment and Comptroller), and the Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Man-
agement and Comptroller).

SEC. 8096. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this or other
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts
may be obligated or expended for the purpose
of performing repairs or maintenance to
military family housing units of the Depart-
ment of Defense, including areas in such
military family housing units that may be
used for the purpose of conducting official
Department of Defense business.

SEC. 8097. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds appropriated in this Act
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’ for any
advanced concept technology demonstration
project may only be obligated 30 days after a
report, including a description of the project
and its estimated annual and total cost, has
been provided in writing to the congressional
defense committees: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may waive this restriction
on a case-by-case basis by certifying to the
congressional defense committees that it is
in the national interest to do so.

SEC. 8098. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by
$171,296,000, to reduce cost growth in travel,
to be distributed as follows:

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’,
$9,000,000;

‘‘Operation and maintenance, Marine
Corps’’, $296,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’,
$150,000,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army Re-
serve’’, $2,000,000; and

‘‘Operation and maintenance, Defense-
wide’’ $10,000,000.

SEC. 8099. During the current fiscal year,
refunds attributable to the use of the Gov-
ernment travel card, refunds attributable to
the use of the Government Purchase Card
and refunds attributable to official Govern-
ment travel arranged by Government Con-
tracted Travel Management Centers may be
credited to operation and maintenance ac-
counts of the Department of Defense which
are current when the refunds are received.

SEC. 8100. (a) REGISTERING INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS WITH DOD CHIEF IN-
FORMATION OFFICER.—None of the funds ap-
propriated in this Act may be used for a mis-
sion critical or mission essential informa-
tion technology system (including a system
funded by the defense working capital fund)
that is not registered with the Chief Infor-
mation Officer of the Department of Defense.
A system shall be considered to be registered
with that officer upon the furnishing to that
officer of notice of the system, together with
such information concerning the system as
the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. An

information technology system shall be con-
sidered a mission critical or mission essen-
tial information technology system as de-
fined by the Secretary of Defense.

(b) CERTIFICATIONS AS TO COMPLIANCE WITH
CLINGER-COHEN ACT.—(1) During the current
fiscal year, a major automated information
system may not receive Milestone I ap-
proval, Milestone II approval, or Milestone
III approval, or their equivalent, within the
Department of Defense until the Chief Infor-
mation Officer certifies, with respect to that
milestone, that the system is being devel-
oped in accordance with the Clinger-Cohen
Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1401 et seq.). The Chief
Information Officer may require additional
certifications, as appropriate, with respect
to any such system.

(2) The Chief Information Officer shall pro-
vide the congressional defense committees
timely notification of certifications under
paragraph (1). Each such notification shall
include, at a minimum, the funding baseline
and milestone schedule for each system cov-
ered by such a certification and confirma-
tion that the following steps have been
taken with respect to the system:

(A) Business process reengineering.
(B) An analysis of alternatives.
(C) An economic analysis that includes a

calculation of the return on investment.
(D) Performance measures.
(E) An information assurance strategy con-

sistent with the Department’s Global Infor-
mation Grid.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) The term ‘‘Chief Information Officer’’
means the senior official of the Department
of Defense designated by the Secretary of
Defense pursuant to section 3506 of title 44,
United States Code.

(2) The term ‘‘information technology sys-
tem’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘infor-
mation technology’’ in section 5002 of the
Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1401).

(3) The term ‘‘major automated informa-
tion system’’ has the meaning given that
term in Department of Defense Directive
5000.1.

SEC. 8101. During the current fiscal year,
none of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may be used to provide sup-
port to another department or agency of the
United States if such department or agency
is more than 90 days in arrears in making
payment to the Department of Defense for
goods or services previously provided to such
department or agency on a reimbursable
basis: Provided, That this restriction shall
not apply if the department is authorized by
law to provide support to such department or
agency on a nonreimbursable basis, and is
providing the requested support pursuant to
such authority: Provided further, That the
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric-
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in
writing to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Senate that it is in the national security
interest to do so.

SEC. 8102. None of the funds provided in
this Act may be used to transfer to any non-
governmental entity ammunition held by
the Department of Defense that has a center-
fire cartridge and a United States military
nomenclature designation of ‘‘armor pene-
trator’’, ‘‘armor piercing (AP)’’, ‘‘armor
piercing incendiary (API)’’, or ‘‘armor-pierc-
ing incendiary-tracer (API–T)’’, except to an
entity performing demilitarization services
for the Department of Defense under a con-
tract that requires the entity to dem-
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Depart-
ment of Defense that armor piercing projec-
tiles are either: (1) rendered incapable of
reuse by the demilitarization process; or (2)
used to manufacture ammunition pursuant

to a contract with the Department of De-
fense or the manufacture of ammunition for
export pursuant to a License for Permanent
Export of Unclassified Military Articles
issued by the Department of State.

SEC. 8103. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Chief of the National
Guard Bureau, or his designee, may waive
payment of all or part of the consideration
that otherwise would be required under 10
U.S.C. 2667, in the case of a lease of personal
property for a period not in excess of 1 year
to any organization specified in 32 U.S.C.
508(d), or any other youth, social, or fra-
ternal non-profit organization as may be ap-
proved by the Chief of the National Guard
Bureau, or his designee, on a case-by-case
basis.

SEC. 8104. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be used for the support of
any nonappropriated funds activity of the
Department of Defense that procures malt
beverages and wine with nonappropriated
funds for resale (including such alcoholic
beverages sold by the drink) on a military
installation located in the United States un-
less such malt beverages and wine are pro-
cured within that State, or in the case of the
District of Columbia, within the District of
Columbia, in which the military installation
is located: Provided, That in a case in which
the military installation is located in more
than one State, purchases may be made in
any State in which the installation is lo-
cated: Provided further, That such local pro-
curement requirements for malt beverages
and wine shall apply to all alcoholic bev-
erages only for military installations in
States which are not contiguous with an-
other State: Provided further, That alcoholic
beverages other than wine and malt bev-
erages, in contiguous States and the District
of Columbia shall be procured from the most
competitive source, price and other factors
considered.

SEC. 8105. During the current fiscal year,
under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary of Defense, the Center of Excellence
for Disaster Management and Humanitarian
Assistance may also pay, or authorize pay-
ment for, the expenses of providing or facili-
tating education and training for appro-
priate military and civilian personnel of for-
eign countries in disaster management,
peace operations, and humanitarian assist-
ance.

SEC. 8106. (a) The Department of Defense is
authorized to enter into agreements with the
Veterans Administration and federally-fund-
ed health agencies providing services to Na-
tive Hawaiians for the purpose of estab-
lishing a partnership similar to the Alaska
Federal Health Care Partnership, in order to
maximize Federal resources in the provision
of health care services by federally-funded
health agencies, applying telemedicine tech-
nologies. For the purpose of this partnership,
Native Hawaiians shall have the same status
as other Native Americans who are eligible
for the health care services provided by the
Indian Health Service.

(b) The Department of Defense is author-
ized to develop a consultation policy, con-
sistent with Executive Order No. 13084
(issued May 14, 1998), with Native Hawaiians
for the purpose of assuring maximum Native
Hawaiian participation in the direction and
administration of governmental services so
as to render those services more responsive
to the needs of the Native Hawaiian commu-
nity.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term
‘‘Native Hawaiian’’ means any individual
who is a descendant of the aboriginal people
who, prior to 1778, occupied and exercised
sovereignty in the area that now comprises
the State of Hawaii.

SEC. 8107. In addition to the amounts pro-
vided elsewhere in this Act, the amount of
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$10,000,000 is hereby appropriated for ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, to be
available, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, only for a grant to the United
Service Organizations Incorporated, a feder-
ally chartered corporation under chapter
2201 of title 36, United States Code. The
grant provided for by this section is in addi-
tion to any grant provided for under any
other provision of law.

SEC. 8108. Of the amounts appropriated in
this Act under the heading ‘‘Research, Devel-
opment, Test and Evaluation, Defense-
Wide’’, $141,700,000 shall be made available
for the Arrow missile defense program: Pro-
vided, That of this amount, $107,700,000 shall
be made available for the purpose of con-
tinuing the Arrow System Improvement Pro-
gram (ASIP), continuing ballistic missile de-
fense interoperability with Israel, and estab-
lishing an Arrow production capability in
the United States: Provided further, That the
remainder, $34,000,000, shall be available for
the purpose of adjusting the cost-share of the
parties under the Agreement between the
Department of Defense and the Ministry of
Defense of Israel for the Arrow Deployability
Program.

SEC. 8109. Funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense for the Global Positioning
System during the current fiscal year may
be used to fund civil requirements associated
with the satellite and ground control seg-
ments of such system’s modernization pro-
gram.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8110. Of the amounts appropriated in
this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, $115,000,000
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of Defense is au-
thorized to transfer such funds to other ac-
tivities of the Federal Government.

SEC. 8111. In addition to the amounts ap-
propriated or otherwise made available in
this Act, $1,300,000,000 is hereby appropriated
to the Department of Defense for whichever
of the following purposes the President de-
termines to be in the national security inter-
ests of the United States:

(1) research, development, test and evalua-
tion for ballistic missile defense; and

(2) activities for combating terrorism.
SEC. 8112. In addition to amounts appro-

priated elsewhere in this Act, $5,000,000 is
hereby appropriated to the Department of
Defense: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Army shall make a grant in the amount of
$5,000,000 to the Fort Des Moines Memorial
Park and Education Center.

SEC. 8113. In addition to amounts appro-
priated elsewhere in this Act, $5,000,000 is
hereby appropriated to the Department of
Defense: Provided, That the Secretary of De-
fense shall make a grant in the amount of
$5,000,000 to the National D-Day Museum.

SEC. 8114. Section 8106 of the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I
through VIII of the matter under subsection
101(b) of Public Law 104–208; 110 Stat. 3009–
111; 10 U.S.C. 113 note) shall continue in ef-
fect to apply to disbursements that are made
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year
2002.

SEC. 8115. (a) Section 8162 of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2000 (16
U.S.C. 431 note; Public Law 106–79) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (m) as sub-
section (o); and

(2) by adding after subsection (l) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(m) AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH MEMORIAL.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may es-

tablish a permanent memorial to Dwight D.
Eisenhower on land under the jurisdiction of

the Secretary of the Interior in the District
of Columbia or its environs.

‘‘(2) COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARDS FOR COM-
MEMORATIVE WORKS.—The establishment of
the memorial shall be in accordance with the
Commemorative Works Act (40 U.S.C. 1001 et
seq.).’’.

(b) Section 8162 of the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 2000 (16 U.S.C. 431
note; Public Law 106–79) is amended—

(1) in subsection (j)(2), by striking ‘‘accept
gifts’’ and inserting ‘‘solicit and accept con-
tributions’’; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (m) (as
added by subsection (a)(2)) the following:

‘‘(n) MEMORIAL FUND.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is created in

the Treasury a fund for the memorial to
Dwight D. Eisenhower that includes amounts
contributed under subsection (j)(2).

‘‘(2) USE OF FUND.—The fund shall be used
for the expenses of establishing the memo-
rial.

‘‘(3) INTEREST.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall credit to the fund the interest
on obligations held in the fund.’’.

(c) In addition to the amounts appro-
priated or otherwise made available else-
where in this Act for the Department of De-
fense, $3,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended is hereby appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Defense: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of Defense shall make a grant in the
amount of $3,000,000 to the Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Memorial Commission for direct ad-
ministrative support.

SEC. 8116. In addition to amounts appro-
priated elsewhere in this Act, $8,000,000 shall
be available only for the settlement of sub-
contractor claims for payment associated
with the Air Force contract F19628–97–C–0105,
Clear Radar Upgrade, at Clear AFS, Alaska:
Provided, That the Secretary of the Air Force
shall evaluate claims as may be submitted
by subcontractors, engaged under the con-
tract, and, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law shall pay such amounts from the
funds provided in this paragraph which the
Secretary deems appropriate to settle com-
pletely any claims which the Secretary de-
termines to have merit, with no right of ap-
peal in any forum: Provided further, That sub-
contractors are to be paid interest, cal-
culated in accordance with the Contract Dis-
putes Act of 1978, 41 U.S.C. Sections 601–613,
on any claims which the Secretary deter-
mines to have merit: Provided further, That
the Secretary of the Air Force may delegate
evaluation and payment as above to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska District on
a reimbursable basis.

SEC. 8117. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by
$1,650,000,000, to reflect savings to be
achieved from business process reforms,
management efficiencies, and procurement
of administrative and management support:
Provided, That none of the funds provided in
this Act may be used for consulting and ad-
visory services for legislative affairs and leg-
islative liaison functions.

SEC. 8118. In addition to amounts provided
elsewhere in this Act, $21,000,000 is hereby
appropriated for the Secretary of Defense to
establish a Regional Defense Counter-ter-
rorism Fellowship Program: Provided, That
funding provided herein may be used by the
Secretary to fund foreign military officers to
attend U.S. military educational institutions
and selected regional centers for non-lethal
training: Provided further, That United
States Regional Commanders in Chief will be
the nominative authority for candidates and
schools for attendance with joint staff re-
view and approval by the Secretary of De-
fense: Provided further, That the Secretary of
Defense shall establish rules to govern the
administration of this program.

SEC. 8119. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, from funds appropriated in this
or any other Act under the heading, ‘‘Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force’’, that remain
available for obligation, not to exceed
$16,000,000 shall be available for recording,
adjusting, and liquidating obligations for the
C–17 aircraft properly chargeable to the fis-
cal year 1998 Aircraft Procurement, Air
Force account: Provided, That the Secretary
of the Air Force shall notify the congres-
sional defense committees of all of the spe-
cific sources of funds to be used for such pur-
pose.

SEC. 8120. Notwithstanding any provisions
of the Southern Nevada Public Land Man-
agement Act of 1998, Public Law 105–263, or
the land use planning provision of Section
202 of the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976, Public Law 94–579, or of any
other law to the contrary, the Secretary of
the Interior may acquire non-federal lands
adjacent to Nellis Air Force Base, through a
land exchange in Nevada, to ensure the con-
tinued safe operation of live ordnance depar-
ture areas at Nellis Air Force Base, Las
Vegas, Nevada. The Secretary of the Air
Force shall identify up to 220 acres of non-
federal lands needed to ensure the continued
safe operation of the live ordnance departure
areas at Nellis Air Force Base. Any such
identified property acquired by exchange by
the Secretary of the Interior shall be trans-
ferred by the Secretary of the Interior to the
jurisdiction, custody, and control of the Sec-
retary of the Air Force to be managed as a
part of Nellis Air Force Base. To the extent
the Secretary of the Interior is unable to ac-
quire non-federal lands by exchange, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force is authorized to pur-
chase those lands at fair market value sub-
ject to available appropriations.

SEC. 8121. Of the amounts appropriated in
this Act under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding
and Conversion, Navy’’, $725,000,000 shall be
available until September 30, 2002, to fund
prior year shipbuilding cost increases: Pro-
vided, That upon enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of the Navy shall transfer such
funds to the following appropriations in the
amounts specified: Provided further, That the
amounts transferred shall be merged with
and be available for the same purposes as the
appropriations to which transferred:

To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1995/2002’’:
Carrier Replacement Program, $172,364,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2002’’:
LPD–17 Amphibious Transport Dock Ship

Program, $172,989,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1997/2002’’:
DDG–51 Destroyer Program, $37,200,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1998/2002’’:
NSSN Program, $168,561,000;
DDG–51 Destroyer Program, $111,457,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1999/2002’’:
NSSN Program, $62,429,000.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8122. Upon enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of the Navy shall make the fol-
lowing transfers of funds: Provided, That the
amounts transferred shall be available for
the same purposes as the appropriations to
which transferred, and for the same time pe-
riod as the appropriation from which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That the amounts
shall be transferred between the following
appropriations in the amount specified:

From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1990/2002’’:
TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine pro-

gram, $78,000;
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SSN–21 attack submarine program, $66,000;
DDG–51 destroyer program, $6,100,000;
ENTERPRISE refueling modernization

program, $964,000;
LSD–41 dock landing ship cargo variant

ship program, $237,000;
MCM mine countermeasures program,

$118,000;
Oceanographic ship program, $2,317,000;
AOE combat support ship program,

$164,000;
AO conversion program, $56,000;
Coast Guard icebreaker ship program,

$863,000;
Craft, outfitting, post delivery, and ship

special support equipment, $529,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1998/2002’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $11,492,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1993/2002’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $3,986,000;
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$85,000;
LSD–41 dock landing ship cargo variant

program, $428,000;
AOE combat support ship program,

$516,000;
Craft, outfitting, post delivery, and first

destination transportation, and inflation ad-
justments, $1,034,000;

To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding, and

Conversion, Navy, 1998/2002’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $6,049,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Other Procurement,

Navy, 2001/2003’’:
Shallow Water MCM, $16,248,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 2001/2005’’:
Submarine Refuelings, $16,248,000.
SEC. 8123. (a) The Secretary of Defense

shall convey to Gwitchyaa Zhee Corporation
the lands withdrawn by Public Land Order
No. 1996, Lot 1 of United States Survey 7008,
Public Land Order No. 1396, a portion of Lot
3 of United States Survey 7161, lands re-
served pursuant to the instructions set forth
at page 513 of volume 44 of the Interior Land
Decisions issued January 13, 1916, Lot 13 of
United States Survey 7161, Lot 1 of United
States Survey 7008 described in Public Land
Order No. 1996, and Lot 13 of the United
States Survey 7161 reserved pursuant to the
instructions set forth at page 513 of volume
44 of the Interior Land Decisions issued Jan-
uary 13, 1916.

(b) Following site restoration and survey
by the Department of the Air Force that por-
tion of Lot 3 of United States Survey 7161
withdrawn by Public Land Order No. 1396 and
no longer needed by the Air Force shall be
conveyed to Gwitchyaa Zhee Corporation.

SEC. 8124. The Secretary of the Navy may
settle, or compromise, and pay any and all
admiralty claims under 10 U.S.C. 7622 arising
out of the collision involving the USS
GREENEVILLE and the EHIME MARU, in
any amount and without regard to the mone-
tary limitations in subsections (a) and (b) of
that section: Provided, That such payments
shall be made from funds available to the
Department of the Navy for operation and
maintenance.

SEC. 8125. (a) Not later than February 1,
2002, the Secretary of Defense shall report to
the congressional defense committees on the
status of the safety and security of muni-
tions shipments that use commercial truck-
ing carriers within the United States.

(b) REPORT ELEMENTS.—The report under
subsection (a) shall include the following:

(1) An assessment of the Department of De-
fense’s policies and practices for conducting

background investigations of current and
prospective drivers of munitions shipments.

(2) A description of current requirements
for periodic safety and security reviews of
commercial trucking carriers that carry mu-
nitions.

(3) A review of the Department of Defense’s
efforts to establish uniform safety and secu-
rity standards for cargo terminals not oper-
ated by the Department that store muni-
tions shipments.

(4) An assessment of current capabilities to
provide for escort security vehicles for ship-
ments that contain dangerous munitions or
sensitive technology, or pass through high-
risk areas.

(5) A description of current requirements
for depots and other defense facilities to re-
main open outside normal operating hours to
receive munitions shipments.

(6) Legislative proposals, if any, to correct
deficiencies identified by the Department of
Defense in the report under subsection (a).

(c) Not later than six months after enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall report
to Congress on safety and security proce-
dures used for U.S. munitions shipments in
European NATO countries, and provide rec-
ommendations on what procedures or tech-
nologies used in those countries should be
adopted for shipments in the United States.

SEC. 8126. In addition to the amounts ap-
propriated or otherwise made available else-
where in this Act for the Department of De-
fense, $15,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2002 is hereby appropriated to
the Department of Defense: Provided, That
the Secretary of Defense shall make a grant
in the amount of $15,000,000 to the Padgett
Thomas Barracks in Charleston, South Caro-
lina.

SEC. 8127. (a) DESIGNATED SPECIAL EVENTS
OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE.—

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, at events determined by the President
to be special events of national significance
for which the United States Secret Service is
authorized pursuant to Section 3056(e)(1),
title 18, United States Code, to plan, coordi-
nate, and implement security operations, the
Secretary of Defense, after consultation with
the Secretary of the Treasury, shall provide
assistance on a temporary basis without re-
imbursement in support of the United States
Secret Service’s duties related to such des-
ignated events.

(2) Assistance under this subsection shall
be provided in accordance with an agreement
that shall be entered into by the Secretary
of Defense and the Secretary of the Treasury
within 120 days of the enactment of this Act.

(b) REPORT ON ASSISTANCE.—Not later than
January 30 of each year following a year in
which the Secretary of Defense provides as-
sistance under this section, the Secretary
shall submit to Congress a report on the as-
sistance provided. The report shall set
forth—

(1) a description of the assistance provided;
and

(2) the amount expended by the Depart-
ment in providing the assistance.

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—The as-
sistance provided under this section shall
not be subject to the provisions of sections
375 and 376 of this title.

SEC. 8128. MULTI-YEAR AIRCRAFT LEASE
PILOT PROGRAM. (a) The Secretary of the Air
Force may, from funds provided in this Act
or any future appropriations Act, establish a
multi-year pilot program for leasing general
purpose Boeing 767 aircraft in commercial
configuration.

(b) Sections 2401 and 2401a of title 10,
United States Code, shall not apply to any
aircraft lease authorized by this section.

(c) Under the aircraft lease Pilot Program
authorized by this section:

(1) The Secretary may include terms and
conditions in lease agreements that are cus-
tomary in aircraft leases by a non-Govern-
ment lessor to a non-Government lessee, but
only those that are not inconsistent with
any of the terms and conditions mandated
herein.

(2) The term of any individual lease agree-
ment into which the Secretary enters under
this section shall not exceed 10 years, inclu-
sive of any options to renew or extend the
initial lease term.

(3) The Secretary may provide for special
payments in a lessor if the Secretary termi-
nates or cancels the lease prior to the expira-
tion of its term. Such special payments shall
not exceed an amount equal to the value of
one year’s lease payment under the lease.

(4) Subchapter IV of chapter 15 of Title 31,
United States Code shall apply to the lease
transactions under this section, except that
the limitation in section 1553(b)(2) shall not
apply.

(5) The Secretary shall lease aircraft under
terms and conditions consistent with this
section and consistent with the criteria for
an operating lease as defined in OMB Cir-
cular A–11, as in effect at the time of the
lease.

(6) Lease arrangements authorized by this
section may not commence until:

(A) The Secretary submits a report to the
congressional defense committees outlining
the plans for implementing the Pilot Pro-
gram. The report shall describe the terms
and conditions of proposed contracts and de-
scribe the expected savings, if any, com-
paring total costs, including operation, sup-
port, acquisition, and financing, of the lease,
including modification, with the outright
purchase of the aircraft as modified.

(B) A period of not less than 30 calendar
days has elapsed after submitting the report.

(7) Not later than 1 year after the date on
which the first aircraft is delivered under
this Pilot Program, and yearly thereafter on
the anniversary of the first delivery, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the congres-
sional defense committees describing the
status of the Pilot Program. The Report will
be based on at least 6 months of experience
in operating the Pilot Program.

(8) The Air Force shall accept delivery of
the aircraft in a general purpose configura-
tion.

(9) At the conclusion of the lease term,
each aircraft obtained under that lease may
be returned to the contractor in the same
configuration in which the aircraft was de-
livered.

(10) The present value of the total pay-
ments over the duration of each lease en-
tered into under this authority shall not ex-
ceed 90 percent of the fair market value of
the aircraft obtained under that lease.

(d) No lease entered into under this author-
ity shall provide for—

(1) the modification of the general purpose
aircraft from the commercial configuration,
unless and until separate authority for such
conversion is enacted and only to the extent
budget authority is provided in advance in
appropriations Acts for that purpose; or

(2) the purchase of the aircraft by, or the
transfer of ownership to, the Air Force.

(e) The authority granted to the Secretary
of the Air Force by this section is separate
from and in addition to, and shall not be con-
strued to impair or otherwise affect, the au-
thority of the Secretary to procure transpor-
tation or enter into leases under a provision
of law other than this section.

(f) The authority provided under this sec-
tion may be used to lease not more than a
total of one hundred aircraft for the purposes
specified herein.

SEC. 8129. From within amounts made
available in the Title II of this Act, under
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the heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance,
Army National Guard’’, and notwithstanding
any other provision of law, $2,500,000 shall be
available only for repairs and safety im-
provements to the segment of Camp McCain
Road which extends from Highway 8 south
toward the boundary of Camp McCain, Mis-
sissippi and originating intersection of Camp
McCain Road; and for repairs and safety im-
provements to the segment of Greensboro
Road which connects the Administration Of-
fices of Camp McCain to the Troutt Rifle
Range: Provided, That these funds shall re-
main available until expended: Provided fur-
ther, That the authorized scope of work in-
cludes, but is not limited to, environmental
documentation and mitigation, engineering
and design, improving safety, resurfacing,
widening lanes, enhancing shoulders, and re-
placing signs and pavement markings.

SEC. 8130. From funds made available under
Title II of this Act, the Secretary of the
Army may make available a grant of
$3,000,000 to the Chicago Park District for
renovation of the Broadway Armory, a
former National Guard facility in the
Edgewater community in Chicago.

SEC. 8131. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds in this Act
may be used to alter specifications for insu-
lation to be used on U.S. naval ships or for
the procurement of insulation materials dif-
ferent from those in use as of November 1,
2001, until the Department of Defense cer-
tifies to the Appropriations Committees that
the proposed specification changes or pro-
posed new insulation materials will be as
safe, provide no increase in weight, and will
not increase maintenance requirements
when compared to the insulation material
currently used.

SEC. 8132. The provisions of S. 746 of the
107th Congress, as reported to the Senate on
September 21, 2001, are hereby enacted into
law.

SEC. 8133. (a)(1) Chapter 131 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘§ 2228. Department of Defense strategic loan

and loan guaranty program
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of Defense

may carry out a program to make direct
loans and guarantee loans for the purpose of
supporting the attainment of the objectives
set forth in subsection (b).

‘‘(b) OBJECTIVES.—The Secretary may,
under the program, make a direct loan to an
applicant or guarantee the payment of the
principal and interest of a loan made to an
applicant upon the Secretary’s determina-
tion that the applicant’s use of the proceeds
of the loan will support the attainment of
any of the following objectives:

‘‘(1) Sustain the readiness of the United
States to carry out the national security ob-
jectives of the United States through the
guarantee of steady domestic production of
items necessary for low intensity conflicts to
counter terrorism or other imminent threats
to the national security of the United
States.

‘‘(2) Sustain the economic stability of stra-
tegically important domestic sectors of the
defense industry that manufacture or con-
struct products for low-intensity conflicts
and counter terrorism to respond to attacks
on United States national security and to
protect potential United States civilian and
military targets from attack.

‘‘(3) Sustain the production and use of sys-
tems that are critical for the exploration and
development of new domestic energy sources
for the United States.

‘‘(c) CONDITIONS.—A loan made or guaran-
teed under the program shall meet the fol-
lowing requirements:

‘‘(1) The period for repayment of the loan
may not exceed five years.

‘‘(2) The loan shall be secured by primary
collateral that is sufficient to pay the total
amount of the unpaid principal and interest
of the loan in the event of default.

‘‘(d) EVALUATION OF COST.—As part of the
consideration of each application for a loan
or for a guarantee of the loan under the pro-
gram, the Secretary shall evaluate the cost
of the loan within the meaning of section
502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990 (2 U.S.C. 661a(5)).’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such section is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:
‘‘2228. Department of Defense strategic loan and

loan guaranty program.’’.
(b) Of the amounts appropriated by Public

Law 107–38, there shall be available such
sums as may be necessary for the costs (as
defined in section 502(5) of the Federal Credit
Reform Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 661a(5)) of direct
loans and loan guarantees made under sec-
tion 2228 of title 10, United States Code, as
added by subsection (a).

SEC. 8134. REGULATION OF BIOLOGICAL
AGENTS AND TOXINS. (a) BIOLOGICAL AGENTS
PROVISIONS OF THE ANTITERRORISM AND EF-
FECTIVE DEATH PENALTY ACT OF 1996; CODI-
FICATION IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT,
WITH AMENDMENTS.—

(1) PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT.—Subpart 1
of part F of title III of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262 et seq.) is amended
by inserting after section 351 the following:
‘‘SEC. 351A. ENHANCED CONTROL OF BIOLOGI-

CAL AGENTS AND TOXINS.
‘‘(a) REGULATORY CONTROL OF BIOLOGICAL

AGENTS AND TOXINS.—
‘‘(1) LIST OF BIOLOGICAL AGENTS AND TOX-

INS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall by

regulation establish and maintain a list of
each biological agent and each toxin that
has the potential to pose a severe threat to
public health and safety.

‘‘(B) CRITERIA.—In determining whether to
include an agent or toxin on the list under
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall—

‘‘(i) consider—
‘‘(I) the effect on human health of exposure

to the agent or toxin;
‘‘(II) the degree of contagiousness of the

agent or toxin and the methods by which the
agent or toxin is transferred to humans;

‘‘(III) the availability and effectiveness of
pharmacotherapies and immunizations to
treat and prevent any illness resulting from
infection by the agent or toxin; and

‘‘(IV) any other criteria, including the
needs of children and other vulnerable popu-
lations, that the Secretary considers appro-
priate; and

‘‘(ii) consult with appropriate Federal de-
partments and agencies, and scientific ex-
perts representing appropriate professional
groups, including those with pediatric exper-
tise.

‘‘(2) BIENNIAL REVIEW.—The Secretary shall
review and republish the list under para-
graph (1) biennially, or more often as needed,
and shall, through rulemaking, revise the
list as necessary to incorporate additions or
deletions to ensure public health, safety, and
security.

‘‘(3) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex-
empt from the list under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) attenuated or inactive biological
agents or toxins used in biomedical research
or for legitimate medical purposes; and

‘‘(B) products that are cleared or approved
under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act or under the Virus-Serum-Toxin Act, as
amended in 1985 by the Food Safety and Se-
curity Act.’’;

‘‘(b) REGULATION OF TRANSFERS OF LISTED
BIOLOGICAL AGENTS AND TOXINS.—The Sec-
retary shall by regulation provide for—

‘‘(1) the establishment and enforcement of
safety procedures for the transfer of biologi-
cal agents and toxins listed pursuant to sub-
section (a)(1), including measures to ensure—

‘‘(A) proper training and appropriate skills
to handle such agents and toxins; and

‘‘(B) proper laboratory facilities to contain
and dispose of such agents and toxins;

‘‘(2) safeguards to prevent access to such
agents and toxins for use in domestic or
international terrorism or for any other
criminal purpose;

‘‘(3) the establishment of procedures to
protect the public safety in the event of a
transfer or potential transfer of a biological
agent or toxin in violation of the safety pro-
cedures established under paragraph (1) or
the safeguards established under paragraph
(2); and

‘‘(4) appropriate availability of biological
agents and toxins for research, education,
and other legitimate purposes.

‘‘(c) POSSESSION AND USE OF LISTED BIO-
LOGICAL AGENTS AND TOXINS.—The Secretary
shall by regulation provide for the establish-
ment and enforcement of standards and pro-
cedures governing the possession and use of
biological agents and toxins listed pursuant
to subsection (a)(1) in order to protect the
public health and safety, including the meas-
ures, safeguards, procedures, and availability
of such agents and toxins described in para-
graphs (1) through (4) of subsection (b), re-
spectively.

‘‘(d) REGISTRATION AND TRACEABILITY
MECHANISMS.—Regulations under subsections
(b) and (c) shall require registration for the
possession, use, and transfer of biological
agents and toxins listed pursuant to sub-
section (a)(1), and such registration shall in-
clude (if available to the registered person)
information regarding the characterization
of such biological agents and toxins to facili-
tate their identification and traceability.
The Secretary shall maintain a national
database of the location of such biological
agents and toxins with information regard-
ing their characterizations.

‘‘(e) INSPECTIONS.—The Secretary shall
have the authority to inspect persons subject
to the regulations under subsections (b) and
(c) to ensure their compliance with such reg-
ulations, including prohibitions on restricted
persons under subsection (g).

‘‘(f) EXEMPTIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish exemptions, including exemptions
from the security provisions, from the appli-
cability of provisions of—

‘‘(A) the regulations issued under sub-
section (b) and (c) when the Secretary deter-
mines that the exemptions, including exemp-
tions from the security requirements, and
for the use of attenuated or inactive biologi-
cal agents or toxins in biomedical research
or for legitimate medical purposes are con-
sistent with protecting public health and
safety; and

‘‘(B) the regulations issued under sub-
section (c) for agents and toxins that the
Secretary determines do not present a threat
for use in domestic or international ter-
rorism, provided the exemptions are con-
sistent with protecting public health and
safety.

‘‘(2) CLINICAL LABORATORIES.—The Sec-
retary shall exempt clinical laboratories and
other persons that possess, use, or transfer
biological agents and toxins listed pursuant
to subsection (a)(1) from the applicability of
provisions of regulations issued under sub-
sections (b) and (c) only when—

‘‘(A) such agents or toxins are presented
for diagnosis, verification, or proficiency
testing;

‘‘(B) the identification of such agents and
toxins is, when required under Federal or
State law, reported to the Secretary or other
public health authorities; and
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‘‘(C) such agents or toxins are transferred

or destroyed in a manner set forth by the
Secretary in regulation.

‘‘(g) SECURITY REQUIREMENTS FOR REG-
ISTERED PERSONS.—

‘‘(1) SECURITY.—In carrying out paragraphs
(2) and (3) of subsection (b), the Secretary
shall establish appropriate security require-
ments for persons possessing, using, or trans-
ferring biological agents and toxins listed
pursuant to subsection (a)(1), considering ex-
isting standards developed by the Attorney
General for the security of government fa-
cilities, and shall ensure compliance with
such requirements as a condition of registra-
tion under regulations issued under sub-
sections (b) and (c).

‘‘(2) LIMITING ACCESS TO LISTED AGENTS AND
TOXINS.—Regulations issued under sub-
sections (b) and (c) shall include provisions—

‘‘(A) to restrict access to biological agents
and toxins listed pursuant to subsection
(a)(1) only to those individuals who need to
handle or use such agents or toxins; and

‘‘(B) to provide that registered persons
promptly submit the names and other identi-
fying information for such individuals to the
Attorney General, with which information
the Attorney General shall promptly use
criminal, immigration, and national security
databases available to the Federal Govern-
ment to identify whether such individuals—

‘‘(i) are restricted persons, as defined in
section 175b of title 18, United States Code;
or

‘‘(ii) are named in a warrant issued to a
Federal or State law enforcement agency for
participation in any domestic or inter-
national act of terrorism.

‘‘(3) CONSULTATION AND IMPLEMENTATION.—
Regulations under subsections (b) and (c)
shall be developed in consultation with re-
search-performing organizations, including
universities, and implemented with time-
frames that take into account the need to
continue research and education using bio-
logical agents and toxins listed pursuant to
subsection (a)(1).

‘‘(h) DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any information in the

possession of any Federal agency that identi-
fies a person, or the geographic location of a
person, who is registered pursuant to regula-
tions under this section (including regula-
tions promulgated before the effective date
of this subsection), or any site-specific infor-
mation relating to the type, quantity, or
characterization of a biological agent or
toxin listed pursuant to subsection (a)(1) or
the site-specific security mechanisms in
place to protect such agents and toxins, in-
cluding the national database required in
subsection (d), shall not be disclosed under
section 552(a) of title 5, United States Code.

‘‘(2) DISCLOSURES FOR PUBLIC HEALTH AND
SAFETY; CONGRESS.—Nothing in this section
may be construed as preventing the head of
any Federal agency—

‘‘(A) from making disclosures of informa-
tion described in paragraph (1) for purposes
of protecting the public health and safety; or

‘‘(B) from making disclosures of such infor-
mation to any committee or subcommittee
of the Congress with appropriate jurisdic-
tion, upon request.

‘‘(i) CIVIL PENALTY.—Any person who vio-
lates any provision of a regulation under
subsection (b) or (c) shall be subject to the
United States for a civil money penalty in an
amount not exceeding $250,000 in the case of
an individual and $500,000 in the case of any
other person. The provisions of section 1128A
of the Social Security Act (other than sub-
sections (a), (b), (h), and (i), the first sen-
tence of subsection (c), and paragraphs (1)
and (2) of subsection (f)) small apply to civil
money penalties under this subsection in the
same manner as such provisions apply to a

penalty or proceeding under section 1128A(a)
of the Social Security Act. The secretary
may delegate authority under this section in
the same manner as provided in section
1128A(j)(2) of the Social Security Act and
such authority shall include all powers as
contained in 5 U.S.C. App., section 6.’’

‘‘(j) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms ‘biological agent’ and ‘toxin’
have the same meaning as in section 178 of
title 18, United States Code.’’.

(2) REGULATIONS.—
(A) DATE CERTAIN FOR PROMULGATION; EF-

FECTIVE DATE REGARDING CRIMINAL AND CIVIL
PENALTIES.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this title, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall
promulgate an interim final rule for car-
rying out section 351A(c) of the Public
Health Service Act, which amends the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty
Act of 1996. Such interim final rule will take
effect 60 days after the date on which such
rule is promulgated, including for purposes
of—

(i) section 175(b) of title 18, United States
Code (relating to criminal penalties), as
added by subsection (b)(1)(B) of this section;
and

(ii) section 351A(i) of the Public Health
Service Act (relating to civil penalties).

(B) SUBMISSION OF REGISTRATION APPLICA-
TIONS.—A person required to register for pos-
session under the interim final rule promul-
gated under subparagraph (A), shall submit
an application for such registration not later
than 60 days after the date on which such
rule is promulgated.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsections
(d), (e), (f), and (g) of section 511 of the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty
Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 262 note) are repealed.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Paragraph (1) shall
take effect as if incorporated in the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty
Act of 1996, and any regulations, including
the list under subsection (d)(1) of section 511
of that Act, issued under section 511 of that
Act shall remain in effect as if issued under
section 351A of the Public Health Service
Act.

(b) SELECT AGENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 175 of title 18,

United States Code, as amended by the Unit-
ing and Strengthening America by Providing
Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and
Obstruct Terrorism (USA PATRIOT ACT)
Act of 2001 (Public Law 107-56) is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c)
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; and

(B) by inserting after subsection (a) the
following:

‘‘(b) SELECT AGENTS.—
‘‘(1) UNREGISTERED FOR POSSESSION.—Who-

ever knowingly possesses a biological agent
or toxin where such agent or toxin is a select
agent for which such person has not obtained
a registration required by regulation issued
under section 351A(c) of the Public Health
Service Act shall be fined under this title, or
imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or
both.

‘‘(2) TRANSFER TO UNREGISTERED PERSON.—
Whoever transfers a select agent to a person
who the transferor has reasons to believe has
not obtained a registration required by regu-
lations issued under section 351A(b) or (c) of
the Public Health Service Act shall be fined
under this title, or imprisoned for not more
than 5 years, or both.’’.

(2) DEFINITIONS.—Section 175 of title 18,
United States Code, as amended by para-
graph (1), is further amended by striking
subsection (d) and inserting the following:

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:
‘‘(1) The terms ‘biological agent’ and

‘toxin’ have the meanings given such terms
in section 178, except that, for purposes of

subsections (b) and (c), such terms do not en-
compass any biological agent or toxin that is
in its naturally occurring environment, if
the biological agent or toxin has not been
cultivated, cultured, collected, or otherwise
extracted from its natural source.

‘‘(2) The term ‘for use as a weapon’ in-
cludes the development, production, trans-
fer, acquisition, retention, or possession of
any biological agent, toxin, or delivery sys-
tem, other than for prophylactic, protective,
or other peaceful purposes.

‘‘(3) The term ‘select agent’ means a bio-
logical agent or toxin, as defined in para-
graph (1), that is on the list that is in effect
pursuant to section 511(d)(1) of the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–132), or as subse-
quently revised under section 351A(a) of the
Public Health Service Act.’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—
(A) Section 175(a) of title 18, United States

Code, is amended in the second sentence by
striking ‘‘under this section’’ and inserting
‘‘under this subsection’’.

(B) Section 175(c) of title 18, United States
Code, (as redesignated by paragraph (1)), is
amended by striking the second sentence.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, after consultation with other ap-
propriate Federal agencies, shall submit to
the Congress a report that—

(1) describes the extent to which there has
been compliance by governmental and pri-
vate entities with applicable regulations
under section 351A of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, including the extent of compliance
before the date of the enactment of this Act,
and including the extent of compliance with
regulations promulgated after such date of
enactment;

(2) describes the actions to date and future
plans of the Secretary for updating the list
of biological agents and toxins under section
351A(a)(1) of the Public Health Service Act;

(3) describes the actions to date and future
plans of the Secretary for determining com-
pliance with regulations under such section
351A of the Public Health Service Act and for
taking appropriate enforcement actions; and

(4) provides any recommendations of the
Secretary for administrative or legislative
initiatives regarding such section 351A of the
Public Health Service Act.

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2002’’.

DIVISION B—TRANSFERS FROM THE
EMERGENCY RESPONSE FUND PURSU-
ANT TO PUBLIC LAW 107–38

The funds appropriated in Public Law 107–
38 subject to subsequent enactment and pre-
viously designated as an emergency by the
President and Congress under the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, are transferred to the following chap-
ters and accounts as follows:

CHAPTER 1

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Office of the Secretary’’,
$80,919,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$70,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.
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BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Buildings and Facili-
ties’’, $73,000,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION,
AND EXTENSION SERVICE

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Research and Edu-
cation’’, $50,000,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$95,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38, of which
$50,000,000 may be transferred and merged
with the Agriculture Quarantine Inspection
User Fee Account.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Buildings and Facili-
ties’’, $14,081,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service’’, $15,000,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM
FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC)’’, $39,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2003, to be obligated
from amounts made available in Public Law
107–38: Provided, That of the amounts pro-
vided in this Act and any amounts available
for reallocation in fiscal year 2002, the Sec-
retary shall reallocate funds under section
17(g)(2) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, as
amended, in the manner and under the for-
mula the Secretary deems necessary to re-
spond to the effects of unemployment and
other conditions caused by the recession, and
starting no later than March 1, 2002, such re-
allocation shall occur no less frequently
than every other month throughout the fis-
cal year.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$127,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

RELATED AGENCY

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Commodity Futures

Trading Commission’’, $10,000,000, to remain
available until expended, to be obligated
from amounts made available in Public Law
107–38.

CHAPTER 2
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

PATRIOT ACT ACTIVITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Patriot Act Activities’’,
$25,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38, of which
$2,000,000 shall be for a feasibility report, as
authorized by Section 405 of Public Law 107–
56, and of which $23,000,000 shall be for imple-
mentation of such enhancements as are
deemed necessary: Provided, That funding for
the implementation of such enhancements
shall be treated as a reprogramming under
section 605 of Public Law 107–77 and shall not
be available for obligation or expenditure ex-
cept in compliance with the procedures set
forth in that section.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEALS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Administrative Review
and Appeals’’, $3,500,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

LEGAL ACTIVITIES

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, GENERAL LEGAL
ACTIVITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses,
General Legal Activities’’, $21,250,000, to re-
main available until expended, to be obli-
gated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38, of which $15,000,000 shall be
for a cyber security initiative.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES
ATTORNEYS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses,
United States Attorneys’’, $74,600,000, to re-
main available until expended, to be obli-
gated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES
MARSHALS SERVICE

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses,
United States Marshals Service’’, $26,100,000,
to remain available until expended, to be ob-
ligated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38, of which $9,125,000 shall be for
courthouse security equipment.

CONSTRUCTION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Construction’’,
$35,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$654,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38, of which
$10,283,000 is for the refurbishing of the Engi-
neering and Research Facility and $14,135,000
is for the decommissioning and renovation of
former laboratory space in the Hoover build-
ing, of which $66,000,000 shall be for a cyber

security initiative at the National Infra-
structure Protection Center.

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States and for all costs associated
with the reorganization of the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, for ‘‘Salaries and
Expenses’’, $449,800,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38, of which $10,000,000 shall be for additional
border patrols along the Southwest border,
of which $55,800,000 shall be for additional in-
spectors and support staff on the northern
border, and of which $23,900,000 shall be for
transfer of and additional border patrols and
support staff on the northern border.

CONSTRUCTION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Construction’’,
$99,600,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS

JUSTICE ASSISTANCE

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Justice Assistance’’,
$400,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, for grants, cooperative agreements,
and other assistance authorized by sections
819 and 821 of the Antiterrorism and Effec-
tive Death Penalty Act of 1996 and section
1014 of the USA PATRIOT ACT (Public Law
107–56) and for other counter terrorism pro-
grams, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38, of which
$9,800,000 is for an aircraft for
counterterrorism and other required activi-
ties for the City of New York.

STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, $245,900,000 shall be for discre-
tionary grants under the Edward Byrne Me-
morial State and Local Law Enforcement
Assistance Program, of which $81,700,000
shall be for Northern Virginia, of which
$81,700,000 shall be for New Jersey, of which
$56,500,000 shall be for Maryland, of which
$17,000,000 shall be for a grant for the Utah
Olympic Public Safety Command for secu-
rity equipment and infrastructure related to
the 2002 Winter Olympics, including the
Paralympics and related events, and of
which $9,000,000 shall be made available for
discretionary grants to State and local law
enforcement agencies to establish or en-
hance cybercrime units aimed at inves-
tigating and prosecuting cybersecurity of-
fenses, to remain available until expended,
and to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

CRIME VICTIMS FUND

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Crime Victims Fund’’,
$68,100,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operations and Adminis-
tration’’, $1,500,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.
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EXPORT ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operations and Adminis-
tration’’, $1,756,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$335,000, to remain available until expended,
to be obligated from amounts made available
in Public Law 107–38.

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND
INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES,
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION

For emergency grants authorized by sec-
tion 392 of the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended, to respond to the September 11,
2001, terrorist attacks on the United States,
$8,250,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK
OFFICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$3,360,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND
TECHNOLOGY

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL RESEARCH AND
SERVICES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Scientific and Technical
Research and Services’’, $10,400,000, to re-
main available until expended, to be obli-
gated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38, of which $10,000,000 shall be
for a cyber security initiative.

CONSTRUCTION OF RESEARCH FACILITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Construction of Research
Facilities’’, $1,225,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS, RESEARCH AND FACILITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operations, Research and
Facilities’’, $2,750,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$881,000, to remain available until expended,
to be obligated from amounts made available
in Public Law 107–38.

THE JUDICIARY

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

CARE OF THE BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Care of the Buildings and
Grounds’’, $30,000,000, to remain available

until expended for security enhancements, to
be obligated from amounts made available in
Public Law 107–38.

COURT OF APPEALS, DISTRICT COURTS, AND
OTHER JUDICIAL SERVICES

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$5,000,000, is for Emergency Communications
Equipment, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

COURT SECURITY

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Court Security’’,
$57,521,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38, for security
of the Federal judiciary, of which not less
than $4,000,000 shall be available to reim-
burse the United States Marshals Service for
a Supervisory Deputy Marshal responsible
for coordinating security in each judicial
district and circuit: Provided, That the funds
may be expended directly or transferred to
the United States Marshals Service.

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED
STATES COURTS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$2,879,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to enhance security at the Thurgood
Marshall Federal Judiciary Building, to be
obligated from amounts made available in
Public Law 107–38.

RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MARITIME ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND TRAINING

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operations and Train-
ing’’, $11,000,000, for a port security program,
to remain available until expended, to be ob-
ligated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38.

MARITIME GUARANTEED LOAN (TITLE XI)
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for the cost of guaranteed
loans, as authorized by the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, $12,000,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38: Provided, That such costs, including the
cost of modifying such loans, shall be as de-
fined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$1,301,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$20,705,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

BUSINESS LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For emergency expenses for disaster recov-
ery activities and assistance related to the

terrorist acts in New York, Virginia and
Pennsylvania on September 11, 2001, for
‘‘Business Loans Program Account’’,
$75,000,000, for the cost of loan subsidies and
for loan modifications as authorized by sec-
tion 202 of this Act, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

DISASTER LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For emergency expenses for disaster recov-
ery activities and assistance related to the
terrorist acts in New York, Virginia and
Pennsylvania on September 11, 2001, for
‘‘Disaster Loans Program Account’’,
$75,000,000, for the cost of loan subsidies and
for loan modifications as authorized by sec-
tion 201 of this Act, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 201. For purposes of assistance avail-

able under section 7(b)(2) and (4) of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b)(2) and (4)) to
small business concerns located in disaster
areas declared as a result of the September
11, 2001, terrorist attacks—

(i) the term ‘‘small business concern’’ shall
include not-for-profit institutions and small
business concerns described in United States
Industry Codes 522320, 522390, 523210, 523920,
523991, 524113, 524114, 524126, 524128, 524210,
524291, 524292, and 524298 of the North Amer-
ican Industry Classification System (as de-
scribed in 13 C.F.R. 121.201, as in effect on
January 2, 2001);

(ii) the Administrator may apply such size
standards as may be promulgated under such
section 121.201 after the date of enactment of
this provision, but no later than one year
following the date of enactment of this Act;
and

(iii) payments of interest and principal
shall be deferred, and no interest shall ac-
crue during the two-year period following
the issuance of such disaster loan.

SEC. 202. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the limitation on the total
amount of loans under section 7(b) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b)) out-
standing and committed to a borrower in the
disaster areas declared in response to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks shall be
increased to $10,000,000 and the Adminis-
trator shall, in lieu of the fee collected under
section 7(a)(23)(A) of the Small Business Act
(15 U.S.C. 636(a)(23)(A)), collect an annual fee
of 0.25 percent of the outstanding balance of
deferred participation loans made under sec-
tion 7(a) to small businesses adversely af-
fected by the September 11, 2001, terrorist at-
tacks and their aftermath, for a period of
one year following the date of enactment and
to the extent the costs of such reduced fees
are offset by appropriations provided by this
Act.

SEC. 203. Not later than April 1, 2002, the
Secretary of State shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations, in both classified
and unclassified form, a report on the United
States-People’s Republic of China Science
and Technology Agreement of 1979, including
all protocols. The report is intended to pro-
vide a comprehensive evaluation of the bene-
fits of the agreement to the Chinese econ-
omy, military, and defense industrial base.
The report shall include the following ele-
ments:

(1) an accounting of all activities con-
ducted under the Agreement for the past five
years, and a projection of activities to be un-
dertaken through 2010;

(2) an estimate of the annual cost to the
United States to administer the Agreement;

(3) an assessment of how the Agreement
has influenced the policies of the People’s
Republic of China toward scientific and tech-
nological cooperation with the United
States;
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(4) an analysis of the involvement of Chi-

nese nuclear weapons and military missile
specialists in the activities of the Joint
Commission;

(5) a determination of the extent to which
the activities conducted under the Agree-
ment have enhanced the military and indus-
trial base of the People’s Republic of China,
and an assessment of the impact of projected
activities through 2010, including transfers of
technology, on China’s economic and mili-
tary capabilities; and

(6) recommendations on improving the
monitoring of the activities of the Commis-
sion by the Secretaries of Defense and State.

The report shall be developed in consulta-
tion with the Secretaries of Commerce, De-
fense, and Energy, the Directors of the Na-
tional Science Foundation and the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, and the intelligence
community.

CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
DEFENSE EMERGENCY RESPONSE FUND

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Defense Emergency Re-
sponse Fund’’, $1,525,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available by Public Law 107–
38: Provided, That $20,000,000 shall be made
available for the National Infrastructure
Simulation and Analysis Center (NISAC):
Provided further, That $500,000 shall be made
available only for the White House Commis-
sion on the National Moment of Remem-
brance: Provided further, That—

(1) $35,000,000 shall be available for the pro-
curement of the Advance Identification
Friend-or-Foe system for integration into F–
16 aircraft of the Air National Guard that are
being used in continuous air patrols over
Washington, District of Columbia, and New
York, New York; and

(2) $20,000,000 shall be available for the pro-
curement of the Transportation Multi-Plat-
form Gateway for integration into the
AWACS aircraft that are being used to per-
form early warning surveillance over the
United States.

GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 301. Amounts available in the ‘‘De-

fense Emergency Response Fund’’ shall be
available for the purposes set forth in the
2001 Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act for Recovery from and Response to
Terrorist Attacks on the United States (Pub-
lic Law 107–38): Provided, That the Fund may
be used to reimburse other appropriations or
funds of the Department of Defense only for
costs incurred for such purposes between
September 11 and December 31, 2001: Provided
further, That such Fund may be used to liq-
uidate obligations incurred by the Depart-
ment under the authorities in 41 U.S.C. 11 for
any costs incurred for such purposes between
September 11 and September 30, 2001: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of Defense
may transfer funds from the Fund to the ap-
propriation, ‘‘Support for International
Sporting Competitions, Defense’’, to be
merged with, and available for the same
time period and for the same purposes as
that appropriation: Provided further, That
the transfer authority provided by this sec-
tion is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority available to the Secretary of De-
fense: Provided further, That the Secretary of
Defense shall report to the Congress quar-
terly all transfers made pursuant to this au-
thority.

SEC. 302. Amounts in the ‘‘Support for
International Sporting Competitions, De-
fense’’, may be used to support essential se-
curity and safety for the 2002 Winter Olym-

pic Games in Salt Lake City, Utah, without
the certification required under subsection
10 U.S.C. 2564(a). Further, the term ‘‘active
duty’’, in section 5802 of Public Law 104–208
shall include State active duty and full-time
National Guard duty performed by members
of the Army National Guard and Air Na-
tional Guard in connection with providing
essential security and safety support to the
2002 Winter Olympic Games and logistical
and security support to the 2002 Paralympic
Games.

SEC. 303. Funds appropriated by this Act,
or made available by the transfer of funds in
this Act, for intelligence activities are
deemed to be specifically authorized by the
Congress for purposes of section 504 of the
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414).

CHAPTER 4

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

FEDERAL FUNDS

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA FOR PROTECTIVE CLOTHING AND
BREATHING APPARATUS

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for protective clothing and breath-
ing apparatus, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003,
$7,144,000, of which $922,000 is for the Fire and
Emergency Medical Services Department,
$4,269,000 is for the Metropolitan Police De-
partment, $1,500,000 is for the Department of
Health, and $453,000 is for the Department of
Public Works.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA FOR SPECIALIZED HAZARDOUS MATE-
RIALS EQUIPMENT

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for specialized hazardous materials
equipment, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003,
$1,032,000, for the Fire and Emergency Med-
ical Services Department.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA FOR CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL
WEAPONS PREPAREDNESS

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for chemical and biological weap-
ons preparedness, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–38
and to remain available until September 30,
2003, $10,355,000, of which $205,000 is for the
Fire and Emergency Medical Services De-
partment, $258,000 is for the Metropolitan
Police Department, and $9,892,000 is for the
Department of Health.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA FOR PHARMACEUTICALS FOR RE-
SPONDERS

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for pharmaceuticals for respond-
ers, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38 and to remain
available until September 30, 2003, $2,100,000,
for the Department of Health.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA FOR RESPONSE AND COMMUNICATIONS
CAPABILITY

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for response and communications
capability, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003,
$14,960,000, of which $7,755,000 is for the Fire
and Emergency Medical Services Depart-
ment, $5,855,000 is for the Metropolitan Po-
lice Department, $113,000 is for the Depart-
ment of Public Works Division of Transpor-
tation, $58,000 is for the Office of Property
Management, $60,000 is for the Department of
Public Works, $750,000 is for the Department
of Health, $309,000 is for the Department of

Human Services, and $60,000 is for the De-
partment of Parks and Recreation.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA FOR SEARCH, RESCUE AND OTHER
EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT AND SUPPORT

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003, for
search, rescue and other emergency equip-
ment and support, $8,850,000, of which
$5,442,000 is for the Metropolitan Police De-
partment, $208,000 is for the Fire and Emer-
gency Medical Services Department, $398,500
is for the Department of Consumer and Reg-
ulatory Affairs, $1,178,500 is for the Depart-
ment of Public Works, $542,000 is for the De-
partment of Human Services, and $1,081,000 is
for the Department of Mental Health.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA FOR EQUIPMENT, SUPPLIES AND VE-
HICLES FOR THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF MED-
ICAL EXAMINER

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003, for
equipment, supplies and vehicles for the Of-
fice of the Chief Medical Examiner,
$1,780,000.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA FOR HOSPITAL CONTAINMENT FACILI-
TIES FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003, for
hospital containment facilities for the De-
partment of Health, $8,000,000.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA FOR THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF TECH-
NOLOGY OFFICER

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003, for
the Office of the Chief Technology Officer,
$43,994,000, for a first response land-line and
wireless interoperability project, of which
$1,000,000 shall be used to initiate a com-
prehensive review, by a non-vendor con-
tractor, of the District’s current technology-
based systems and to develop a plan for inte-
grating the communications systems of the
District of Columbia Metropolitan Police
and Fire and Emergency Medical Services
Departments with the systems of regional
and federal law enforcement agencies, in-
cluding but not limited to the United States
Capitol Police, United States Park Police,
United States Secret Service, Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, Federal Protective
Service, and the Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Authority Police: Provided,
That such plan shall be submitted to the
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and the House of Representatives no later
than June 15, 2002.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA FOR EMERGENCY TRAFFIC MANAGE-
MENT

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003, for
emergency traffic management, $20,700,000,
for the Department of Public Works Division
of Transportation, of which $14,000,000 is to
upgrade traffic light controllers, $4,700,000 is
to establish a video traffic monitoring sys-
tem, and $2,000,000 is to disseminate traffic
information.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA FOR TRAINING AND PLANNING

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia, to be obligated from amounts
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made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003, for
training and planning, $11,449,000, of which
$4,400,000 is for the Fire and Emergency Med-
ical Services Department, $990,000 is for the
Metropolitan Police Department, $1,200,000 is
for the Department of Health, $200,000 is for
the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner,
$1,500,000 is for the Emergency Management
Agency, $500,000 is for the Office of Property
Management, $500,000 is for the Department
of Mental Health, $469,000 is for the Depart-
ment of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs,
$240,000 is for the Department of Public
Works, $600,000 is for the Department of
Human Services, $100,000 is for the Depart-
ment of Parks and Recreation, $750,000 is for
the Division of Transportation.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA FOR INCREASED SECURITY

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38 and to
remain available until September 30, 2003, for
increased facility security, $25,536,000, of
which $3,900,000 is for the Emergency Man-
agement Agency, $14,575,000 for the public
schools, and $7,061,000 for the Office of Prop-
erty Management.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE WASHINGTON
METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT AUTHORITY

For a Federal payment to the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority to
meet region-wide security requirements, a
contribution of $39,100,000, to be obligated
from amounts made available in Public Law
107–38 and to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, of which $5,000,000 shall be
used for protective clothing and breathing
apparatus, $17,200,000 shall be for completion
of the fiber optic network project and an
automatic vehicle locator system, and
$16,900,000 shall be for increased employee
and facility security.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE METROPOLITAN
WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

For a Federal payment to the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments to en-
hance regional emergency preparedness, co-
ordination and response, $5,000,000, to be ob-
ligated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38 and to remain available until
September 30, 2003, of which $1,500,000 shall
be used to contribute to the development of
a comprehensive regional emergency pre-
paredness, coordination and response plan,
$500,000 shall be used to develop a critical in-
frastructure threat assessment model,
$500,000 shall be used to develop and imple-
ment a regional communications plan, and
$2,500,000 shall be used to develop protocols
and procedures for training and outreach ex-
ercises.

GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 401. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Chief Financial Officer of the
District of Columbia may transfer up to 5
percent of the funds appropriated to the Dis-
trict of Columbia in this chapter between
these accounts: Provided, That no such trans-
fer shall take place unless the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia noti-
fies in writing the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives 30 days in advance of such
transfer.

SEC. 402. The Chief Financial Officer of the
District of Columbia and the Chief Financial
Officer of the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the President and the Committees
on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives on the use of the
funds under this chapter beginning no later
than March 15, 2002.

CHAPTER 5

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, General’’, $139,000,000, to remain
available until expended, to be obligated
from amounts made available in Public Law
107–38.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Water and Related Re-
sources’’, $30,259,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY
ADMINISTRATION

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, and for other expenses to in-
crease the security of the Nation’s nuclear
weapons complex, for ‘‘Weapons Activities’’,
$131,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, and for other expenses to im-
prove nuclear nonproliferation and
verification research and development, for
‘‘Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation’’,
$226,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

OTHER DEFENSE RELATED ACTIVITIES

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, and for other expenses nec-
essary to support activities related to coun-
tering potential biological threats to civilian
populations, for ‘‘Other Defense Activities’’,
$3,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Defense Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management’’,
$8,200,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

INDEPENDENT AGENCY

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, and for other expenses to in-
crease the security of the Nation’s nuclear
power plants, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$36,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38: Provided,
That the funds appropriated herein shall be
excluded from license fee revenues, notwith-
standing 42 U.S.C. 2214.

CHAPTER 6
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operation of the Na-
tional Park System’’, $10,098,000, to remain
available until expended, to be obligated
from amounts made available in Public Law
107–38.

UNITED STATES PARK POLICE

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘United States Park Po-
lice’’, $25,295,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

CONSTRUCTION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Construction’’,
$21,624,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$2,205,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38, for the work-
ing capital fund of the Department of the In-
terior.

RELATED AGENCIES
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$21,707,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$2,148,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE
PERFORMING ARTS

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operations and Mainte-
nance’’, $4,310,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$758,000, to remain available until expended,
to be obligated from amounts made available
in Public Law 107–38.

CHAPTER 7

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States for ‘‘Training and employment
services’’, $32,500,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
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38: Provided, That such amount shall be pro-
vided to the Consortium for Worker Edu-
cation, established by the New York City
Central Labor Council and the New York
City Partnership, for an Emergency Employ-
ment Clearinghouse.

STATE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OPERATIONS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘State Unemployment In-
surance and Employment Service Oper-
ations’’, $4,100,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

WORKERS COMPENSATION PROGRAMS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Workers Compensation
Programs’’, $175,000,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38: Provided, That, of such amount,
$125,000,000 shall be for payment to the New
York State Workers Compensation Review
Board, for the processing of claims related to
the terrorist attacks: Provided further, That,
of such amount, $25,000,000 shall be for pay-
ment to the New York State Uninsured Em-
ployers Fund, for reimbursement of claims
related to the terrorist attacks: Provided fur-
ther, That, of such amount, $25,000,000 shall
be for payment to the New York State Unin-
sured Employers Fund, for reimbursement of
claims related to the first response emer-
gency services personnel who were injured,
were disabled, or died due to the terrorist at-
tacks.

PENSION AND WELFARE BENEFITS
ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$1,600,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$1,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$5,880,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES
CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND

PREVENTION

DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States for ‘‘Disease control, research,
and training’’ for baseline safety screening
for the emergency services personnel and
rescue and recovery personnel, $12,000,000, to
remain available until expended, to be obli-
gated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH SCIENCES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the

United States for ‘‘National Institute of En-
vironmental Health Sciences’’ for carrying
out activities set forth in section 311(a) of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,
$10,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES
EMERGENCY FUND

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, to provide grants to public
entities, not-for-profit entities, and Medicare
and Medicaid enrolled suppliers and institu-
tional providers to reimburse for health care
related expenses or lost revenues directly at-
tributable to the public health emergency
resulting from the September 11, 2001, ter-
rorist acts, for ‘‘Public Health and Social
Services Emergency Fund’’, $140,000,000, to
remain available until expended, to be obli-
gated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38: Provided, That none of the
costs have been reimbursed or are eligible
for reimbursement from other sources.

For emergency expenses necessary to sup-
port activities related to countering poten-
tial biological, disease, and chemical threats
to civilian populations, for ‘‘Public Health
and Social Services Emergency Fund’’,
$2,575,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38. Of this
amount, $1,000,000,000 shall be for the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention for im-
proving State and local capacity; $100,000,000
shall be for grants to hospitals, in collabora-
tion with local governments, to improve ca-
pacity to respond to bioterrorism;
$165,000,000 shall be for upgrading capacity at
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, including research; $10,000,000 shall be
for the establishment and operation of a na-
tional system to track biological pathogens;
$99,000,000 shall be for the National Institute
of Allergy and Infectious Diseases for bioter-
rorism-related research and development and
other related needs; $71,000,000 shall be for
the National Institute of Allergy and Infec-
tious Diseases for the construction of bio-
safety laboratories and related infrastruc-
ture costs; $593,000,000 shall be for the Na-
tional Pharmaceutical Stockpile; $512,000,000
shall be for the purchase, deployment and re-
lated costs of the smallpox vaccine, and
$25,000,000 shall be for improving laboratory
security at the National Institutes of Health
and the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention. At the discretion of the Secretary,
these amounts may be transferred between
categories subject to normal reprogramming
procedures.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY

EDUCATION

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘School Improvement
Programs’’, for the Project School Emer-
gency Response to Violence program,
$10,000,000, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

RELATED AGENCIES
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Limitation on Adminis-
trative Expenses’’, $7,500,000, to remain
available until expended, to be obligated
from amounts made available in Public Law
107–38.

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$180,000, to remain available until expended,
to be obligated from amounts made available
in Public Law 107–38.

CHAPTER 8
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

JOINT ITEMS
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH EMERGENCY RESPONSE

FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
terrorist attacks on the United States,
$256,081,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38: Provided,
That $34,500,000 shall be transferred to the
‘‘SENATE’’, ‘‘Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper of the Senate’’ and shall be obligated
with the prior approval of the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations: Provided further,
That $40,712,000 shall be transferred to
‘‘HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES’’, ‘‘Sala-
ries and Expenses’’ and shall be obligated
with the prior approval of the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations: Provided further,
That the remaining balance of $180,869,000
shall be transferred to the Capitol Police
Board, which shall transfer to the affected
entities in the Legislative Branch such
amounts as are approved by the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations: Pro-
vided further, That any Legislative Branch
entity receiving funds pursuant to the Emer-
gency Response Fund established by Public
Law 107–38 (without regard to whether the
funds are provided under this chapter or pur-
suant to any other provision of law) may
transfer any funds provided to the entity to
any other Legislative Branch entity receiv-
ing funds under Public Law 107–38 in an
amount equal to that required to provide
support for security enhancements, subject
to the approval of the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and Senate.

SENATE
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 801. (a) ACQUISITION OF BUILDINGS AND
FACILITIES.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, in order to respond to an emer-
gency situation, the Sergeant at Arms of the
Senate may acquire buildings and facilities,
subject to the availability of appropriations,
for the use of the Senate, as appropriate, by
lease, purchase, or such other arrangement
as the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate con-
siders appropriate (including a memorandum
of understanding with the head of an Execu-
tive Agency, as defined in section 105 of title
5, United States Code, in the case of a build-
ing or facility under the control of such
Agency). Actions taken by the Sergeant at
Arms of the Senate must be approved by the
Committees on Appropriations and Rules
and Administration.

(b) AGREEMENTS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, for purposes of car-
rying out subsection (a), the Sergeant at
Arms of the Senate may carry out such ac-
tivities and enter into such agreements re-
lated to the use of any building or facility
acquired pursuant to such subsection as the
Sergeant at Arms of the Senate considers ap-
propriate, including—

(1) agreements with the United States Cap-
itol Police or any other entity relating to
the policing of such building or facility; and

(2) agreements with the Architect of the
Capitol or any other entity relating to the
care and maintenance of such building or fa-
cility.
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(c) AUTHORITY OF CAPITOL POLICE AND AR-

CHITECT.—
(1) ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of law, the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol may take any action
necessary to carry out an agreement entered
into with the Sergeant at Arms of the Sen-
ate pursuant to subsection (b).

(2) CAPITOL POLICE.—Section 9 of the Act of
July 31, 1946 (40 U.S.C. 212a) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘The Capitol Police’’ and
inserting ‘‘(a) The Capitol Police’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(b) For purposes of this section, ‘the
United States Capitol Buildings and
Grounds’ shall include any building or facil-
ity acquired by the Sergeant at Arms of the
Senate for the use of the Senate for which
the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate has en-
tered into an agreement with the United
States Capitol Police for the policing of the
building or facility.’’.

(d) TRANSFER OF CERTAIN FUNDS.—Subject
to the approval of the Committee on Appro-
priations of the Senate, the Architect of the
Capitol may transfer to the Sergeant at
Arms of the Senate amounts made available
to the Architect for necessary expenses for
the maintenance, care and operation of the
Senate office buildings during a fiscal year
in order to cover any portion of the costs in-
curred by the Sergeant at Arms of the Sen-
ate during the year in acquiring a building
or facility pursuant to subsection (a).

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall
apply with respect to fiscal year 2002 and
each succeeding fiscal year.

SEC. 802. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law—

(1) subject to subsection (b), the Sergeant
at Arms of the Senate and the head of an Ex-
ecutive Agency (as defined in section 105 of
title 5, United States Code) may enter into a
memorandum of understanding under which
the Agency may provide facilities, equip-
ment, supplies, personnel, and other support
services for the use of the Senate during an
emergency situation; and

(2) the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate and
the head of the Agency may take any action
necessary to carry out the terms of the
memorandum of understanding.

(b) The Sergeant at Arms of the Senate
may enter into a memorandum of under-
standing described in subsection (a)(1) con-
sistent with the Senate Procurement Regu-
lations.

(c) This section shall apply with respect to
fiscal year 2002 and each succeeding fiscal
year.

OTHER LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 803. (a) Section 1(c) of Public Law 96–
152 (40 U.S.C. 206–1) is amended by striking
‘‘but not to exceed’’ and all that follows and
inserting the following: ‘‘but not to exceed
$2,500 less than the lesser of the annual sal-
ary for the Sergeant at Arms of the House of
Representatives or the annual salary for the
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the
Senate.’’.

(b) The Assistant Chief of the Capitol Po-
lice shall receive compensation at a rate de-
termined by the Capitol Police Board, but
not to exceed $1,000 less than the annual sal-
ary for the chief of the United States Capitol
Police.

(c) This section and the amendment made
by this section shall apply with respect to
pay periods beginning on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 804. (a) ASSISTANCE FOR CAPITOL PO-
LICE FROM EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND
AGENCIES.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, Executive departments and Ex-

ecutive agencies may assist the United
States Capitol Police in the same manner
and to the same extent as such departments
and agencies assist the United States Secret
Service under section 6 of the Presidential
Protection Assistance Act of 1976 (18 U.S.C.
3056 note), except as may otherwise be pro-
vided in this section.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance
under this section shall be provided—

(1) consistent with the authority of the
Capitol Police under sections 9 and 9A of the
Act of July 31, 1946 (40 U.S.C. 212a and 212a–
2);

(2) upon the advance written request of—
(A) the Chairman of the Capitol Police

Board, or
(B) in the absence of the Chairman of the

Capitol Police Board—
(i) the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of

the Senate, in the case of any matter relat-
ing to the Senate; or

(ii) the Sergeant at Arms of the House of
Representatives, in the case of any matter
relating to the House; and

(3) either—
(A) on a temporary and non-reimbursable

basis,
(B) on a temporary and reimbursable basis,

or
(C) on a permanent reimbursable basis

upon advance written request of the Chair-
man of the Capitol Police Board.

(c) REPORTS ON EXPENDITURES FOR ASSIST-
ANCE.—

(1) REPORTS.—With respect to any fiscal
year in which an Executive department or
Executive agency provides assistance under
this section, the head of that department or
agency shall submit a report not later than
30 days after the end of the fiscal year to the
Chairman of the Capitol Police Board.

(2) CONTENTS.—The report submitted under
paragraph (1) shall contain a detailed ac-
count of all expenditures made by the Execu-
tive department or Executive agency in pro-
viding assistance under this section during
the applicable fiscal year.

(3) SUMMARY OF REPORTS.—After receipt of
all reports under paragraph (2) with respect
to any fiscal year, the Chairman of the Cap-
itol Police Board shall submit a summary of
such reports to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of
Representatives.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply with respect to fiscal year 2002 and
each succeeding fiscal year.

SEC. 805. (a) The Chief of the Capitol Police
may, upon any emergency as determined by
the Capitol Police Board, deputize members
of the National Guard (while in the perform-
ance of Federal or State service), members of
components of the Armed Forces other than
the National Guard, and Federal, State or
local law enforcement officers as may be
necessary to address that emergency. Any
person deputized under this section shall
possess all the powers and privileges and
may perform all duties of a member or offi-
cer of the Capitol Police.

(b) The Capitol Police Board may promul-
gate regulations, as determined necessary, to
carry out provisions of this section.

(c) This section shall apply to fiscal year
2002 and each fiscal year thereafter.

SEC. 806. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the United States Capitol
Preservation Commission established under
section 801 of the Arizona-Idaho Conserva-
tion Act of 1988 (40 U.S.C. 188a) may transfer
to the Architect of the Capitol amounts in
the Capitol Preservation Fund established
under section 803 of such Act (40 U.S.C. 188a–
2) if the amounts are to be used by the Archi-
tect for the planning, engineering, design, or
construction of the Capitol Visitor Center.

(b) Any amounts transferred pursuant to
subsection (a) shall remain available for the

use of the Architect of the Capitol until ex-
pended.

(c) This section shall apply with respect to
fiscal year 2002 and each succeeding fiscal
year.

CHAPTER 9

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE-WIDE

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Military Construction,
Defense-wide’’, $475,000,000 to remain avail-
able until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 901. (a) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS FOR
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO TER-
RORISM.—Amounts made available to the De-
partment of Defense from funds appropriated
in Public Law 107–38 and this Act may be
used to carry out military construction
projects, not otherwise authorized by law,
that the Secretary of Defense determines are
necessary to respond to or protect against
acts or threatened acts of terrorism.

(b) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 15
days before obligating amounts available
under subsection (a) for military construc-
tion projects referred to in that subsection
the Secretary shall notify the appropriate
committees of Congress the following:

(1) The determination to use such amounts
for the project.

(2) The estimated cost of the project.
(c) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS

DEFINED.—In this section the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ has the
meaning given that term in section 2801 (4)
of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 902. (a) FUNDING FOR CERTAIN MILI-
TARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS.—If in exer-
cising the authority in section 2808 of title
10, United States Code, to carry out military
construction projects not authorized by law,
the Secretary of Defense utilizes, whether in
whole or in part, funds appropriated but not
yet obligated for a military construction
project previously authorized by law, the
Secretary shall carry out such military con-
struction project previously authorized by
law using amounts appropriated by the 2001
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
Act for Recovery from and Response to Ter-
rorist Attacks on the United States (Public
Law 107–38; 115 Stat. 220), or any other appro-
priations Act to provide funds for the recov-
ery from and response to the terrorist at-
tacks on the United States that is enacted
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and available for obligation.

(b) NOTICE TO CONGRESS OF TRANSFER OF
FUNDS FROM AUTHORIZED MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION PROJECTS.—(1) The Secretary of
Defense shall notify the congressional de-
fense committees before transferring funds
from a military construction project pre-
viously authorized by law for purposes of un-
dertaking a military construction project
under section 2808 of title 10, United States
Code. The notice of a transferal shall specify
the military construction project previously
authorized by law, and shall set forth the
amount of the funds to be so transferred (in-
cluding whether such funds are all or part of
the amount appropriated for such military
construction project previously authorized
by law).

(2) In this subsection, the term ‘‘congres-
sional defense committees’’ means—

(A) the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the Senate; and

(B) the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives.
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CHAPTER 10

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
for the Office of Intelligence and Security,
$1,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, in addition to funds made
available from any other source to carry out
the essential air service program under 49
U.S.C. 41731 through 41742, to be derived from
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund,
$57,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

COAST GUARD

OPERATING EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operating Expenses’’,
$285,350,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operations’’, $251,000,000,
to be derived from the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund and to remain available until
September 30, 2003, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Research, Engineering,
and Development’’, $50,000,000, to be derived
from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, to
be obligated from amounts made available in
Public Law 107–38.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, for ‘‘Grants-in-aid for air-
ports’’, to enable the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministrator to compensate airports for a por-
tion of the direct costs associated with new,
additional or revised security requirements
imposed on airport operators by the Admin-
istrator on or after September 11, 2001,
$200,000,000, to be derived from the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–38

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

MISCELLANEOUS APPROPRIATIONS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Miscellaneous Appropria-
tions’’, including the operation and construc-
tion of ferrys and ferry facilities, $110,000,000,
to remain available until expended, to be ob-
ligated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS

EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the

United States, for ‘‘Emergency Relief Pro-
gram’’, as authorized by section 125 of title
23, United States Code, $75,000,000, to be de-
rived from the Highway Trust Fund and to
remain available until expended, to be obli-
gated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

SAFETY AND OPERATIONS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Safety and Operations’’,
$6,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

CAPITAL GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD
PASSENGER CORPORATION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for necessary expenses of cap-
ital improvements of the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation as authorized by 49
U.S.C. 24104(a), $100,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, and to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION

FORMULA GRANTS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Formula Grants’’,
$23,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Capital Investment
Grants’’, $100,000,000, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38: Provided, That in administering funds
made available under this paragraph, the
Federal Transit Administrator shall direct
funds to those transit agencies most severely
impacted by the terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, excluding any transit agency
receiving a Federal payment elsewhere in
this Act: Provided further, That the provi-
sions of 49 U.S.C. 5309(h) shall not apply to
funds made available under this paragraph.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Research and Special
Programs’’, $6,000,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States and for other safety and secu-
rity related audit and monitoring respon-
sibilities, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$2,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

RELATED AGENCY

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$836,000, to remain available until expended,
to be obligated from amounts made available
in Public Law 107–38.

CHAPTER 11
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR TAX ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$2,032,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available by Public Law 107–38.

FINANCIAL CRIMES ENFORCEMENT NETWORK

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$1,700,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$22,846,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$600,000, to remain available until expended,
to be obligated from amounts made available
in Public Law 107–38.
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$31,431,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$292,603,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38; of this
amount, not less than $140,000,000 shall be
available for increased staffing to combat
terrorism along the Nation’s borders, of
which $10,000,000 shall be available for hiring
inspectors along the Southwest border; not
less than $15,000,000 shall be available for
seaport security; and not less than $30,000,000
shall be available for the procurement and
deployment of non-intrusive and
counterterrorism inspection technology,
equipment and infrastructure improvements
to combat terrorism at the land and sea bor-
der ports of entry.
OPERATION, MAINTENANCE AND PROCUREMENT,

AIR AND MARINE INTERDICTION PROGRAMS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operation, Maintenance
and Procurement, Air and Marine Interdic-
tion Programs’’, $6,700,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

PROCESSING, ASSISTANCE AND MANAGEMENT

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Processing, Assistance
and Management’’, $16,658,000, to remain
available until expended, to be obligated
from amounts made available by Public Law
107–38.
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TAX LAW ENFORCEMENT

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Tax Law Enforcement’’,
$4,544,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available by Public Law 107–38.

INFORMATION SYSTEMS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Information Systems’’,
$15,991,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available by Public Law 107–38.

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$104,769,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$50,040,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

POSTAL SERVICE
PAYMENT TO THE POSTAL SERVICE FUND

For emergency expenses to the Postal
Service Fund to enable the Postal Service to
build and establish a system for sanitizing
and screening mail matter, to protect postal
employees and postal customers from expo-
sure to biohazardous material, and to replace
or repair Postal Service facilities destroyed
or damaged in New York City as a result of
the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks,
$600,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

REAL PROPERTY ACTIVITIES

FEDERAL BUILDING FUND

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Federal Buildings Fund’’,
$126,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS
ADMINISTRATION

OPERATING EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Operating Expenses’’,
$4,818,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

REPAIRS AND RESTORATION

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Repairs and Restora-
tion’’, $2,180,000, to remain available until
expended, to be obligated from amounts
made available in Public Law 107–38.

CHAPTER 12
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Construction, Major
Projects’’, $2,000,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Community development
fund’’, $2,000,000,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38: Provided, That such funds shall be subject
to the first through sixth provisos in section
434 of Public Law 107–73: Provided further,
That within 45 days of enactment, the State
of New York, in conjunction with the City of
New York, shall establish a corporation for
the obligation of the funds provided under
this heading, issue the initial criteria and re-
quirements necessary to accept applications
from individuals, nonprofits and small busi-
nesses for economic losses from the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, and begin
processing such applications: Provided fur-
ther, That the corporation shall respond to
any application from an individual, non-
profit or small business for economic losses
under this heading within 45 days of the sub-
mission of an application for funding: Pro-
vided further, That individuals, nonprofits or
small businesses shall be eligible for com-
pensation only if located in New York City
in the area located on or south of Canal
Street, on or south of East Broadway (east of
its intersection with Canal Street), or on or
south of Grand Street (east of its intersec-
tion with East Broadway): Provided further,
That, of the amount made available under
this heading, no less than $500,000,000 shall be
made available for individuals, nonprofits or
small businesses described in the prior three
provisos with a limit of $500,000 per small
business for economic losses.

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Office of Inspector Gen-
eral’’, $1,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, and to support activities re-
lated to countering terrorism, for ‘‘Science
and Technology’’, $41,514,000, to remain
available until expended, to be obligated
from amounts made available in Public Law
107–38.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, and to support activities re-
lated to countering terrorism, for ‘‘Environ-
mental Programs and Management’’,
$38,194,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, and to support activities re-
lated to countering terrorism, for ‘‘Haz-
ardous Substance Superfund’’, $41,292,000, to
remain available until expended, to be obli-
gated from amounts made available in Pub-
lic Law 107–38.

STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS

For making grants for emergency expenses
to respond to the September 11, 2001, ter-
rorist attacks on the United States, and to
support activities related to countering po-

tential biological and chemical threats to
populations, for ‘‘State and Tribal Assist-
ance Grants’’, $5,000,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

DISASTER RELIEF

For disaster recovery activities and assist-
ance related to the terrorist attacks in New
York, Virginia, and Pennsylvania on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, for ‘‘Disaster Relief’’,
$5,824,344,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’,
$20,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, for the Office of National Prepared-
ness, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND
ASSISTANCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States and to support activities re-
lated to countering terrorism, for ‘‘Emer-
gency Management Planning and Assist-
ance’’, $290,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2003, for programs as author-
ized by section 33 of the Federal Fire Preven-
tion and Control Act of 1974, as amended (15
U.S.C. 2201 et seq.), to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38: Provided, That up to 5 percent of this
amount shall be transferred to ‘‘Salaries and
expenses’’ for program administration.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Human Space Flight’’,
$64,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be obligated from amounts made
available in Public Law 107–38.

SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS AND TECHNOLOGY

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Science, Aeronautics and
Technology’’, $28,600,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

For emergency expenses to respond to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States, for ‘‘Research and Related
Activities’’, $300,000, to remain available
until expended, to be obligated from
amounts made available in Public Law 107–
38.

CHAPTER 13
GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS DIVISION
SEC. 1301. Amounts which may be obligated

pursuant to this division are subject to the
terms and conditions provided in Public Law
107–38.

SEC. 1302. No part of any appropriation
contained in this division shall remain avail-
able for obligation beyond the current fiscal
year unless expressly so provided herein.

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Emer-
gency Supplemental Act, 2002’’.
DIVISION C—SPENDING LIMITS AND

BUDGETARY ALLOCATIONS FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2002
SEC. 101. (a) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIM-

ITS.—Section 251(c)(6) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985
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is amended by striking subparagraph (A) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(A) for the discretionary category:
$681,441,000,000 in new budget authority and
$670,447,000,000 in outlays;’’.

(b) REVISED AGGREGATES AND ALLOCA-
TIONS.—Upon the enactment of this section,
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the House of Representatives and the
chairman of the Committee on the Budget of
the Senate shall each—

(1) revise the aggregate levels of new budg-
et authority and outlays for fiscal year 2002
set in sections 101(2) and 101(3) of the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal year
2002 (H. Con. Res. 83, 107th Congress), to the
extent necessary to reflect the revised limits
on discretionary budget authority and out-
lays for fiscal year 2002 provided in sub-
section (a);

(2) revise allocations under section 302(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to
the Committee on Appropriations of their re-
spective House as initially set forth in the
joint explanatory statement of managers ac-
companying the conference report on that
concurrent resolution, to the extent nec-
essary to reflect the revised limits on discre-
tionary budget authority and outlays for fis-
cal year 2002 provided in subsection (a); and

(3) publish those revised aggregates and al-
locations in the Congressional Record.

(c) REPEAL OF SECTION 203 OF BUDGET RESO-
LUTION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002.—Section 203 of
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2002 (H. Con. Res. 83, 107th Con-
gress) is repealed.

(d) ADJUSTMENTS.—If, for fiscal year 2002,
the amount of new budget authority pro-
vided in appropriation Acts exceeds the dis-
cretionary spending limit on new budget au-
thority for any category due to technical es-
timates made by the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, the Director shall
make an adjustment equal to the amount of
the excess, but not to exceed an amount
equal to 0.2 percent of the sum of the ad-
justed discretionary limits on new budget
authority for all categories for fiscal year
2002.

SEC. 102. PAY-AS-YOU-GO ADJUSTMENT.—In
preparing the final sequestration report for
fiscal year 2002 required by section 254(f)(3) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget shall change any
balance of direct spending and receipts legis-
lation for fiscal years 2001 and 2002 under sec-
tion 252 of that Act to zero.
DIVISION D—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS
SEC. 101. Title VI of the Agriculture, Rural

Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 2002 (Public Law 107–76) is amended
under the heading ‘‘Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, Salaries and Expenses’’ by striking
‘‘$13,207,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$13,357,000’’.

SEC. 102. Title IV of the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2002 (Public Law 107–77) is amended in the
third proviso of the first undesignated para-
graph under the heading ‘‘Diplomatic and
Consular Programs’’ by striking ‘‘this head-
ing’’ and inserting ‘‘the appropriations ac-
counts within the Administration of Foreign
Affairs’’.

SEC. 103. Title V of the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2002 (Public Law 107–77) is amended in the
proviso under the heading ‘‘Commission on
Ocean Policy’’ by striking ‘‘appointment’’
and inserting ‘‘the first meeting of the Com-
mission’’.

SEC. 104. Section 626(c) of the Departments
of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judici-

ary and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 2002 (Public Law 107–77) is amended by
striking ‘‘1:00CV03110(ESG)’’ and inserting
‘‘1:00CV03110(EGS)’’.

SEC. 105. JICARILLA, NEW MEXICO, MUNIC-
IPAL WATER SYSTEM. Public Law 107–66 is
amended—

(1) under the heading of ‘‘Title I, Depart-
ment of Defense—Civil, Department of the
Army, Corps of Engineers—Civil, Construc-
tion, General’’—

(A) by striking ‘‘Provided further, That
using $2,500,000 of the funds provided herein,
the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, is directed to proceed
with a final design and initiate construction
for the repair and replacement of the
Jicarilla Municipal Water System in the
town of Dulce, New Mexico:’’; and

(B) insert at the end before the period the
following: ‘‘: Provided further, That using
funds provided herein, the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,
is directed to transfer $2,500,000 to the Sec-
retary of the Interior for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to proceed with the Jicarilla Mu-
nicipal Water System in the town of Dulce,
New Mexico’’; and

(2) under the heading of ‘‘Title II, Depart-
ment of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
Water and Related Resources, (Including the
Transfer of Funds)’’—

(A) insert at the end before the period the
following: ‘‘: Provided further, That using
$2,500,000 of the funds provided herein, the
Secretary of the Interior is directed to pro-
ceed with a final design and initiate con-
struction for the repair and replacement of
the Jicarilla Municipal Water System in the
town of Dulce, New Mexico’’.

SEC. 106. (a) Public Law 107–68 is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘This Act may be cited as the ‘Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 2002’.’’.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a)
shall take effect as if included in the enact-
ment of Public Law 107–68.

SEC. 107. Section 102 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 2002 (Public Law
107–68) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking paragraph
(1) and redesignating paragraphs (2) through
(6) as paragraphs (1) through (5), respec-
tively;

(2) in subsection (g)(1)—
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (i)(1)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection
(h)(1)(A)’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (i)(1)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection
(h)(1)(B)’’.

SEC. 108. (a) Section 209 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 2002 (Public Law
107–68) is amended in the matter amending
Public Law 106–173 by striking the quotation
marks and period at the end of the new sub-
section (g) and inserting the following: ‘‘Any
reimbursement under this subsection shall
be credited to the appropriation, fund, or ac-
count used for paying the amounts reim-
bursed.

‘‘(h) EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall

fix employment benefits for the Director and
for additional personnel appointed under sec-
tion 6(a), in accordance with paragraphs (2)
and (3).

‘‘(2) EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR THE DIREC-
TOR.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall
determine whether or not to treat the Direc-
tor as a Federal employee for purposes of
employment benefits. If the Commission de-
termines that the Director is to be treated as
a Federal employee, then he or she is deemed
to be an employee as that term is defined by
section 2105 of title 5, United States Code, for
purposes of chapters 63, 83, 84, 87, 89, and 90

of that title, and is deemed to be an em-
ployee for purposes of chapter 81 of that
title. If the Commission determines that the
Director is not to be treated as a Federal em-
ployee for purposes of employment benefits,
then the Commission or its administrative
support service provider shall establish ap-
propriate alternative employment benefits
for the Director. The Commission’s deter-
mination shall be irrevocable with respect to
each individual appointed as Director, and
the Commission shall notify the Office of
Personnel Management and the Department
of Labor of its determination. Notwith-
standing the Commission’s determination,
the Director’s service is deemed to be Fed-
eral service for purposes of section 8501 of
title 5, United States Code.

‘‘(B) DETAILEE SERVING AS DIRECTOR.—Sub-
paragraph (A) shall not apply to a detailee
who is serving as Director.

‘‘(3) EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR ADDITIONAL
PERSONNEL.—A person appointed to the Com-
mission staff under subsection (b)(2) is
deemed to be an employee as that term is de-
fined by section 2105 of title 5, United States
Code, for purposes of chapters 63, 83, 84, 87,
89, and 90 of that title, and is deemed to be
an employee for purposes of chapter 81 of
that title.’’.

(b) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect as if included in the enact-
ment of the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tions Act, 2002 (Public Law 107–68).

SEC. 109. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, of the funds authorized
under section 110 of title 23, United States
Code, for fiscal year 2002, $29,542,304 shall be
set aside for the project as authorized under
title IV of the National Highway System
Designation Act of 1995, as amended: Pro-
vided, That, if funds authorized under these
provisions have been distributed then the
amount so specified shall be recalled propor-
tionally from those funds distributed to the
States under section 110(b)(4)(A) and (B) of
title 23, United States Code.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for fiscal year 2002, funds available for
environmental streamlining activities under
section 104(a)(1)(A) of title 23, United States
Code, may include making grants to, or en-
tering into contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other transactions, with a Fed-
eral agency, State agency, local agency, au-
thority, association nonprofit or for-profit
corporation, or institution of higher edu-
cation.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, of the funds authorized under section
110 of title 23, United States Code, for fiscal
year 2002, and made available for the Na-
tional motor carrier safety program,
$5,896,000 shall be for State commercial driv-
er’s license program improvements.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, of the funds authorized under section
110 of title 23, United States Code, for fiscal
year 2002, and made available for border in-
frastructure improvements, up to $2,300,000
shall be made available to carry out section
1119(d) of the Transportation Equity Act for
the 21st Century, as amended.

SEC. 110. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, of the amounts appropriated for
in fiscal year 2002 for the Research and Spe-
cial Programs Administration, $3,170,000 of
funds provided for research and special pro-
grams shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004; and $22,786,000 of funds pro-
vided for the pipeline safety program derived
from the pipeline safety fund shall remain
available until September 30, 2004.

SEC. 111. Item 1497 in the table contained in
section 1602 of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 312), relat-
ing to Alaska, is amended by inserting ‘‘and



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12721December 7, 2001
construct capital improvements to inter-
modal marine freight and passenger facili-
ties and access thereto’’ before ‘‘in Anchor-
age’’.

SEC. 112. Of the funds made available in
H.R. 2299, the Fiscal Year 2002 Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, of funds made available for
the Transportation and Community and Sys-
tem Preservation Program, $300,000 shall be
for the US–61 Woodville widening project in
Mississippi and, of funds made available for
the Interstate Maintenance program,
$5,000,000 shall be for the City of Renton/Port
Quendall, WA project.

SEC. 113. Section 652(c)(1) of Public Law
107–67 is amended by striking ‘‘Section
414(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘Section 416(c)’’.
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN

DEVELOPMENT
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING

HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND

SEC. 114. Of the amounts made available
under both this heading and the heading
‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’ in title II of Public
Law 107–73, not to exceed $20,000,000 shall be
for the recordation and liquidation of obliga-
tions and deficiencies incurred in prior years
in connection with the provision of technical
assistance authorized under section 514 of
the Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform
and Affordability Act of 1997 (‘‘section 514’’),
and for new obligations for such technical
assistance: Provided, That of the total
amount provided under this heading, not less
than $2,000,000 shall be made available from
salaries and expenses allocated to the Office
of General Counsel and the Office of Multi-
family Housing Assistance Restructuring in
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment: Provided further, That of the total
amount provided under this heading, no
more than $10,000,000 shall be made available
for new obligations for technical assistance
under section 514: Provided further, That from
amounts made available under this heading,
the Inspector General of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (‘‘HUD In-
spector General’’) shall audit each provision
of technical assistance obligated under the
requirements of section 514 over the last 4
years: Provided further, That, to the extent
the HUD Inspector General determines that
the use of any funding for technical assist-
ance does not meet the requirements of sec-
tion 514, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development (‘‘Secretary’’) shall recapture
any such funds: Provided further, That no
funds appropriated under title II of Public
Law 107–73 and subsequent appropriations
acts for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development shall be made available
for four years to any entity (or any subse-
quent entity comprised of significantly the
same officers) that has been identified as
having violated the requirements of section
514 by the HUD Inspector General: Provided
further, That, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, no funding for technical as-
sistance under section 514 shall be available
for carryover from any previous year: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary shall imple-
ment the provisions under this heading in a
manner that does not accelerate outlays.

SA 2349. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself
and Mr. HELMS) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following sections:
SEC. . COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT FOR MEM-

BERS OF CONGRESS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, no adjustment shall be made under sec-

tion 601(a) of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) (relating to cost of
living adjustments for Members of Congress)
during fiscal year 2002.

SA 2350. Mr. ALLEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . APPROPRIATIONS FOR NORTHERN VIR-

GINIA EMERGENCY RESPONSE AND
PREPAREDNESS.

Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this bill the following amounts shall be ap-
propriated:

(1) $45 million for emergency response com-
munications technologies and equipment for
Northern Virginia police, fire, and rescue.

(2) $20 million for the Capitol Wireless In-
tegrated Network in the Washington Metro-
politan Area

(3) $20 million for a chemical sensor pro-
gram within the Washington, D.C. subway
system

(4) $40 million for the Metropolitan Wash-
ington Area Transit Authority for security
enhancements at terminals.

(5) $30 million to upgrade 911 technology in
Northern Virginia

(6) $10 million to cover losses incurred by
the Metropolitan Washington Airports Au-
thority and on site concessionaires due to
the federal closure and subsequent restric-
tion of operation at Ronald Reagan Wash-
ington National Airport.

(7) $55 million for workers at Ronald
Reagan Washington National Airport who
have lost their jobs due to the federal re-
strictions still experienced at the airport and
resulting decline in business for the period of
September 14, 2001 through December 24,
2001.

(8) $8 million for the Virginia State Unem-
ployment Trust Fund for benefits paid be-
tween September 14, 2001 and December 24,
2001 to employees laid off at Ronald Reagan
Washington National Airport.

(9) $9 million to improve the flow of traffic
in both north and southbound lanes of the
14th Street Bridge on Interstate 395 for the
function of evacuation of the Metropolitan
Washington area and the federal workforce.
SEC. . ACCELERATED FUNDING FOR METRO

STYLE RAIL TO DULLES
DULLES CORRIDOR TRANSIT PROJECT.—To

facilitate the extension of rail service to
Washington Dulles International Airport,
the Administrator of the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration shall work with the Common-
wealth of Virginia, Northern Virginia mu-
nicipalities, the Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority, and the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Anthority to de-
velop and implement a financing plan for the
Dulles Corridor rapid transit project.

SA 2351. Mr. SMITH of Oregon sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill H.R. 3338,
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; which was ordered to lie on
the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION FOR 99-YEAR

LEASES.
The first section of the Act entitled ‘‘An

Act to authorize the leasing of restricted In-

dian lands for public, religious, educational,
residential, business, and other purposes re-
quiring the grant of long-term leases’’, ap-
proved August 9, 1955 (25 U.S.C. 415(a)), is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘, the reservation of the
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon,’’ after ‘‘Spanish
Grant’’)’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘lands held in trust for the
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon’’ before ‘‘, lands held
in trust for the Cherokee Nation of Okla-
homa’’.
SEC. 2. USE OF CERTAIN TRUST LANDS AND RE-

SOURCES FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOP-
MENT.

(a) APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT.—The use of
tribal lands, resources, and other assets de-
scribed in the document entitled ‘‘Long-
Term Global Settlement and Compensation
Agreement’’, dated April 12, 2000 (hereafter
referred to as the ‘‘GSA’’), entered into by
the Department of the Interior, the Confed-
erated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reserva-
tion of Oregon (in this section referred to as
the ‘‘Tribes’’), and the Portland General
Electric Company, and in the Included
Agreements, as attached to the GSA on April
12, 2000, and delivered to the Department of
the Interior on that date, is approved and
ratified. The authorization, execution, and
delivery of the GSA is approved. In this sec-
tion, the GSA and the Included Agreements
are collectively referred to as the ‘‘Agree-
ment’’. Any provision of Federal law which
applies to tribal land, resources, or other as-
sets (including proceeds derived therefrom)
as a consequence of the Tribes’ status as a
federally recognized Indian tribe shall not—

(1) render the Agreement unenforceable or
void against the parties; or

(2) prevent or restrict the Tribes from
pledging, encumbering, or using funds or
other assets that may be paid to or received
by or on behalf of the Tribes in connection
with the Agreement.

(b) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Congress hereby deems

that the Secretary of the Interior had and
has the authority—

(A) to approve the Agreement; and
(B) to implement the provisions of the

Agreement under which the Secretary has
obligations as a party thereto.

(2) OTHER AGREEMENTS.—Any agreement
approved by the Secretary prior to or after
the date of the enactment of this Act under
the authority used to approve the Agreement
shall not require Congressional approval or
ratification to be valid and binding on the
parties thereto.

(c) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—
(1) SCOPE OF SECTION.—This section shall be

construed as addressing only—
(A) the validity and enforceability of the

Agreement with respect to provisions of Fed-
eral law referred to in section 2(a) of this
Act; and

(B) approval of provisions of the Agree-
ment and actions that are necessary to im-
plement provisions of the Agreement that
the parties may be required to obtain under
Federal laws referred to in section 2(a) of
this Act.

(2) AUTHORITY.—Nothing in this Act shall
be construed to imply that the Secretary of
the Interior did not have the authority under
Federal law as in effect immediately before
the enactment of this Act to approve the use
of tribal lands, resources, or other assets in
the manner described in the Agreement or in
the implementation thereof.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act shall take effect as of April 12,
2000.

SA 2352. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
GRAMM (for himself and Mr. MCCAIN))
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proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

Section 8628(f), insert the following:
(g) Notwithstanding any other provision of

this Act or any other provision of law, the
President shall have the sole authority to re-
program, for any other Defense purpose, the
funds authorized by this section if he deter-
mines that doing so will increase national
security or save lives.

SA 2353. Mr. BOND (for himself and
Mrs. CARNAHAN) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3338, making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
as follows:
SECTION 1. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that the mili-
tary aircraft industrial base of the United
States be preserved. In order to ensure this
we must retain—

(1) Adequate competition in the design, en-
gineering, production, sale and support of
military aircraft;

(2) Continued innovation in the develop-
ment and manufacture of military aircraft;

(3) Actual and future capability of more
than one aircraft company to design, engi-
neer, produce and support military aircraft.
SEC. 2. STUDY OF IMPACT ON THE INDUSTRIAL

BASE.
In order to determine the current and fu-

ture adequacy of the military aircraft indus-
trial base a study shall be conducted. Of the
funds made available under the heading
‘‘Procurement, Defense-Wide’’ in this Act, up
to $1,500,000 may be made available for a
comprehensive analysis of and report on the
risks to innovation and cost of limited or no
competition in contracting for military air-
craft and related weapons systems for the
Department of Defense, including the cost of
contracting where there is no more than one
primary manufacturer with the capacity to
bid for and build military aircraft and re-
lated weapon systems, the impact of any
limited competition in primary contracting
on innovation in the design, development,
and construction of military aircraft and re-
lated weapon systems, the impact of limited
competition in primary contracting on the
current and future capacity of manufactur-
ers to design, engineer and build military
aircraft and weapon systems. The Secretary
of Defense shall report to the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations on the de-
sign of this analysis, and shall submit a re-
port to these committees no later than 6
months from the date of enactment of this
Act.

SA 2354. Mr. BOND proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. ll. (a) The purpose of this section is

to require procedures that ensure the fair
and equitable resolution of labor integration
issues, in order to prevent further disruption
to transactions for the combination of air
carriers, which would potentially aggravate
the disruption caused by the attack on the
United States on September 11, 2001.

(b) In this section:
(1) The term ‘‘air carrier’’ means an air

carrier that holds a certificate issued under
chapter 411 of title 49, United States Code.

(2) The term ‘‘covered employee’’ means an
employee who—

(A) is not a temporary employee; and
(B) is a member of a craft or class that is

subject to the Railway Labor Act (45 U.S.C.
151 et seq.).

(3) The term ‘‘covered transaction’’ means
a transaction that—

(A) is a transaction for the combination of
multiple air carriers into a single air carrier;

(B) involves the transfer of ownership or
control of—

(i) 50 percent or more of the equity securi-
ties (as defined in section 101 of title 11,
United States Code) of an air carrier; or

(ii) 50 percent or more (by value) of the as-
sets of the air carrier;

(C) became a pending transaction, or was
completed, not earlier than January 1, 2001;
and

(D) did not result in the creation of a sin-
gle air carrier by September 11, 2001.

(c) If an eligible employee is a covered em-
ployee of an air carrier involved in a covered
transaction that leads to the combination of
crafts or classes that are subject to the Rail-
way Labor Act, the eligible employee may
receive assistance under this title only if the
parties to the transaction—

(1) apply sections 3 and 13 of the labor pro-
tective provisions imposed by the Civil Aero-
nautics Board in the Allegheny-Mohawk
merger (as published at 59 CAB 45) to the
covered employees of the air carrier; and

(2) subject to paragraph (1), in a case in
which a collective bargaining agreement pro-
vides for the application of sections 3 and 13
of the labor protective provisions in the
process of seniority integration for the cov-
ered employees, apply the terms of the col-
lective bargaining agreement to the covered
employees, and do not abrogate the terms of
the agreement.

(d) Any aggrieved person (including any
labor organization that represents the per-
son) may bring an action to enforce this sec-
tion, or the terms of any award or agreement
resulting from arbitration or a settlement
relating to the requirements of this section.
The person may bring the action in an appro-
priate Federal district court, determined in
accordance with section 1391 of title 28,
United States Code, without regard to the
amount in controversy.

SA 2355. Mr. BOND proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses: as follows:

At the appropriate place insert:
‘‘SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

‘‘DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT

‘‘SEC. 115. Of the amount made available
under this heading in the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2002 (Public Law 107–77), for administrative
expenses to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $5,000,000 shall be made available for
necessary expenses of the HUBZone program
as authorized by section 31 of the Small
Business Act, as amended (15 U.S.C. 657a), of
which, not more than $500,000 may be used
for the maintenance and operation of the
Procurement Marketing and Access Network
(PRO-Net). The Administrator of the Small
Business Administration shall make quar-
terly reports to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, the Committee on Small
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on Small Business of
the House of Representatives regarding all
actions taken by the Small Business Admin-

istration to address the deficiencies in the
HUBZone program, as identified by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office in report number
GAO–02–57 of October 26, 2001.’’.

SA 2356. Mr. TORRICELLI (for him-
self, Mr. CORZINE, Mr. BIDEN, and Mr.
CARPER) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . The Secretary of the Army shall,
using amounts appropriated by title II of
this division under the heading ‘‘OPERATION
AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY’’, make a produc-
tion grant in the amount of $2,000,000 to
Green Tree Chemical Technologies of Parlin,
New Jersey, in order to help sustain that
company through year 2002.

SA 2357. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. NICK-
LES) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. . Of the funds appropriated in the
Act under the heading ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Test and Evaluation, Air Force’’ up to
$4,000,000 may be made available to extend
the modeling and reengineering program now
being performed at the Oklahoma City Air
Logistics Center Propulsion Directorate.

SA 2358. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
LOTT) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by title VI under the heading ‘‘OTHER DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIA-
TIONS’’, $7,500,000 may be available for
Armed Forces Retirement Homes.

SA 2359. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. KEN-
NEDY) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Marine Corps, $2,800,000 may be used
for completing the fielding of half-zip, pull-
over, fleece uniform shirts for all members of
the Marine Corps, including the Marine
Corps Reserve.

SA 2360. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REID)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE’’,
$6,000,000 may be available for 10 radars in
the Air Force Radar Modernization Program
for C–130H2 aircraft for aircraft of the Ne-
vada Air National Guard at Reno, Nevada.
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SA 2361. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REID)

proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the division A,
insert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, ARMY’’, $3,000,000 may be made avail-
able for Medical Development for the Clark
County, Nevada, bioterrorism and public
health laboratory.

SA 2362. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REID)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the division A,
insert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, AIR FORCE’’, $1,000,000 may be made
available for Agile Combat Support for the
Rural Low Bandwidth Medical Collaboration
System.

SA 2363. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. WAR-
NER) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by this division for operation and mainte-
nance. Navy, $6,000,000 may be available for
the critical infrastructure protection initia-
tive.

SA 2364. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. LIN-
COLN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows.

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

‘‘SEC. . Of the funds provided in this Act
under the heading, ‘Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation, Air Force,’ $2,000,000
may be made available for Battlespace Lo-
gistics Readiness and Sustainment project in
Fayetteville, Arkansas.’’

SA 2365. Mr. INOUYE proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, add
the following:

Section . Of the funds appropriated by
title VI of this division under the heading
‘‘Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activi-
ties, Defense’’, $2,400,000 may be made avail-
able for the Counter Narcotics and Terrorism
Operational Medical Support Program at the
Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences.

SA 2366. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
MCCONNELL) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. ll. (a) ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.—Not
later than March 15, 2002, the Secretary of
the Army shall submit to the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and House of
Representatives a report containing an as-
sessment of current risks under, and various
alternatives to, the current Army plan for
the destruction of chemical weapons.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report under sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description and assessment of the
current risks in the storage of chemical
weapons arising from potential terrorist at-
tacks.

(2) A description and assessment of the
current risks in the storage of chemical
weapons arising from storage of such weap-
ons after April 2007, the required date for dis-
posal of such weapons as stated in the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention.

(3) A description and assessment of various
options for eliminating or reducing the risks
described in paragraphs (1) and (2).

(c) CONSIDERATIONS.—In preparing the re-
port, the Secretary shall take into account
the plan for the disassembly and neutraliza-
tion of the agents in chemical weapons as de-
scribed in Army engineering studies in 1985
and 1996, the 1991 Department of Defense
Safety Contingency Plan, and the 1993 find-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences on
disassembly and neutralization of chemical
weapons.

SA 2367. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KERRY)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’ and available for the
Advanced Technology Development for Arms
Control Technology element, $7,000,000 may
be made available for the Nuclear Treaty
sub-element of such element for peer-re-
viewed seismic research to support Air Force
operational nuclear test monitoring require-
ments.

SA 2368. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KERRY)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the apropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount available in title III
of this division under the heading ‘‘PROCURE-
MENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE’’, $10,000,000
may be available for procurement of Sensor
Fused Weapons (CBU–97).

SA 2369. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY’’, $8,000,000 may
be made available for procurement of the
Tactical Support Center, Mobile Acoustic
Analysis System.

SA 2370. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KEN-
NEDY) proposed an amendment to the

bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Air National Guard, $4,000,000 may be
used for continuation of the Air National
Guard Information Analysis Network
(GUARDIAN).

SA 2371. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KEN-
NEDY) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. ll. Of the amount appropriated by
title II for operation and maintenance, De-
fense-wide, $55,700,000 may be available for
the Defense Leadership and Management
Program.

SA 2372. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
HELMS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, add
the following new section:

SEC. ll. Of the funds made available in
Title IV of this Act under the heading ‘‘Re-
search, Development, Test and Evaluation,
Army’’, up to $4,000,000 may be made avail-
able for the Display Performance and Envi-
ronmental Evaluation Laboratory Project of
the Army Research Laboratory.

SA 2373. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
HELMS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, add
the following new section:

SEC. ll. Of the funds made available in
Title II of this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Navy’’, up to
$2,000,000 may be made available for the U.S.
Navy to expand the number of combat air-
crews who can benefit from outsourced Joint
Airborne Tactical Electronic Combat Train-
ing.

SA 2374. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
HELMS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, add
the following new section:

SEC. ll. Of the funds made available in
Title II of this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Air Force’’, up to
$2,000,000 may be made available for the U.S.
Air Force to expand the number of combat
aircrews who can benefit from outsourced
Joint Airborne Tactical Electronic Combat
Training.

SA 2375. Mr. INOUYE proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:
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On page ll, between lines ll and ll,

insert the following:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING EN-

VIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION IN
THE PHILIPPINES.

It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) the Secretary of State, in cooperation

with the Secretary of Defense, should con-
tinue to work with the Government of the
Philippines and with appropriate non-gov-
ernmental organizations in the United
States and the Philippines to fully identify
and share all relevant information con-
cerning environmental contamination and
health effects emanating from former United
States military facilities in the Philippines
following the departure of the United States
military forces from the Philippines in 1992;

(2) the United States and the Government
of the Philippines should continue to build
upon the agreements outlined in the Joint
Statement by the United States and the Re-
public of the Philippines on a Framework for
Bilateral Cooperation in the Environment
and Public Health, signed on July 27, 2000;
and

(3) Congress should encourage an objective
non-governmental study, which would exam-
ine environmental contamination and health
effects emanating from former United States
military facilities in the Philippines, fol-
lowing the departure of United States mili-
tary forces from the Philippines in 1992.

SA 2376. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. WAR-
NER) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) AUTHORITY FOR BURIAL OF
CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS AT ARLINGTON NA-
TIONAL CEMETERY.—The Secretary of the
Army shall authorize the burial in a separate
gravesite at Arlington National Cemetery,
Virginia, of any individual who—

(1) died as a direct result of the terrorist
attacks on the United States on September
11, 2001; and

(2) would have been eligible for burial in
Arlington National Cemetery by reason of
service in a reserve component of the Armed
Forces but for the fact that such individual
was less than 60 years of age at the time of
death.

(b) ELIGIBILITY OF SURVIVING SPOUSE.—The
surviving spouse of an individual buried in a
gravesite in Arlington National Cemetery
under the authority provided under sub-
section (a) shall be eligible for burial in the
gravesite of the individual to the same ex-
tent as the surviving spouse of any other in-
dividual buried in Arlington National Ceme-
tery is eligible for burial in the gravesite of
such other individual.

SA 2377. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
BURNS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following:

‘‘SEC. . In fiscal year 2002, the Department
of the Interior National Business Center may
continue to enter into grants, cooperative
agreements, and other transactions, under
the Defense Conversion, Reinvestment, and
Transition Assistance Act of 1992, and other
related legislation.’’

SA 2378. Mr. STEVENS proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-

ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

Of the total amount appropriated by this
division for other procurement, Army,
$9,000,000 may be available for the ‘‘Product
Improved Combat Vehicle Crewman’s Head-
set’’.

SA 2379. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
MCCONNELL) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the fund appropriated by this
division for research, development, test and
evaluation, Navy, up to $4,000,000 may be
used to support development and testing of
new designs of low cost digital modems for
Wideband Common Data Link.

SA 2380. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
GREGG) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
this division for the Army for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, $2,000,000
may be available for research and develop-
ment of key enabling technologies (such as
filament winding, braiding, contour weaving,
and dry powder resin towpregs fabrication)
for producing low cost, improved perform-
ance, reduced signature, multifunctional
composite materials.

SA 2381. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
SHELBY) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
under title IV for research, development,
test and evaluation, Army, $2,000,000 may be
available for the Collaborative Engineering
Center of Excellence, $3,000,000 may be avail-
able for the Battlefield Ordnance Awareness,
and $4,000,000 may be available for the Coop-
erative Micro-satellite Experiment.

SA 2382. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. BIDEN)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, ARMY’’ that is available for Munitions,
$5,000,000 may be available to develop high-
performance 81mm and 120mm mortar sys-
tems that use metal matrix composites to
substantially reduce the weight of such sys-
tems.

SA 2383. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SPEC-
TER) proposed an amendment to the

bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, Air Force,
up to $6,000,000 may be used for human effec-
tiveness applied research for continuing de-
velopment under the solid electrolyte oxy-
gen separation program of the Air Force.

SA 2384. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
GRASSLEY) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Section 8106 of the Department of
Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I
through VIII of the matter under subsection
101(b) of Public Law 104–208; 110 Stat. 3009–
111, 10 U.S.C. 113 note) shall continue in ef-
fect to apply to disbursements that are made
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year
2002.

SA 2385. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
VOINOVICH) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
IV of this division for the Army for research,
development, test, and evaluation,
$500,000,000 may be available for the Three-
Dimensional Ultrasound Imaging Initiative
II.

SA 2386. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KERRY
(for himself and Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire)) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount available in title
IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, ARMY’’ that is available for missile
technology, $5,000,000 may be available for
the Surveillance Denial Solid Dye Laser
Technology program of the Aviation and
Missile Research, Development and Engi-
neering Center of the Army.

SA 2387. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
III of this division under the heading ‘‘Other
Procurement, Army’’, $10,000,000 may be
made available for procurement of Shortstop
Electronic Protection Systems for critical
force protection.

SA 2388. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
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for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated by title
IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUA-
TION, NAVY’’, up to, $5,000,000 may be made
available for the Broad Area Maritime Sur-
veillance program.

Sa 2389. Mr. STEVENS (for himself,
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
HAGEL, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. DODD, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MCCAIN,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SMITH, of
Oregon, Mr. REED, Mr. CONRAD, and Mr.
CLELAND) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes, as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. . (A) INCREASE IN AMOUNT AVAILABLE
FOR FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUC-
TION.—The amount appropriated by title II of
this division under the heading ‘‘FORMER SO-
VIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION’’ is hereby in-
creased by $46,000,000.

(b) OFFSET.—The amount appropriated by
title II of this division under the heading
‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-
WIDE’’is hereby decreased by $46,000,000.

SA 2390. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LOTT
(for himself and Mr. COCHRAN) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 3338,
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

On page 223, line 23, insert before the pe-
riod ‘‘, of which, $3,000,000 may be used for a
Processible Rigid-Rod Polymeric Material
Supplier Initiative under title III of the De-
fense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App.
2091 et seq.) to develop affordable production
methods and a domestic supplier for military
and commercial processible rigid-rod mate-
rials’’.

SA 2391. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
LOTT) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page of the original text, or at the ap-
propriate place, insert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH,
DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE WIDE’’, $2,000,000 may be made
available for Military Personnel Research.

SA 2392. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
LOTT) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page of the original text, or at the ap-
propriate place, insert the following:

SEC. . Provided, That the funds appro-
priated by this act for C–130J aircraft shall
be used to support the Air Force’s long-range
plan called the ‘‘C–130 Roadmap’’ to assist in
the planning, budgeting, and beddown of the
C–130J fleet. The ‘‘C–130 Roadmap’’ gives
consideration to the needs of the service, the

condition of the aircraft to be replaced, and
the requirement to properly phase facilities
to determine the best C–130J aircraft bed-
down sequence.

SA 2393. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
HELMS (for himself and Mr. EDWARDS))
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

Of the funds made available in Title II of
this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Army’’, $2,550,000 may be avail-
able for the U.S. Army Materiel Command’s
Logistics and Technology Project
(LOGTECH).

SA 2394. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
LOTT) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page of the original text, or at the ap-
propriate place, insert the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH,
DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
NAVY’’, $5,000,000 is available for the plan-
ning and design for evolutionary improve-
ments for the next LHD-type Amphibious
Assault Ship.

SA 2395. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. COL-
LINS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) Of the total amount appro-
priated by title III of this division for pro-
curement, Defense-Wide, up to $5,000,000 may
be made available for low-rate initial pro-
duction of the Striker advanced lightweight
grenade launcher.

(b) Of the total amount appropriated by
title IV of this division for research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation, Navy, up to
$1,000,000 may be made available for the
Warfighting Laboratory for delivery and
evaluation of prototype units of the Striker
advanced lightweight grenade launcher.

SA 2396. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. COL-
LINS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) Of the total amount appro-
priated by title IV of this division for re-
search, development, test and evaluation,
Defense-Wide, up to $4,000,000 may be made
available for the Intelligent Spatial Tech-
nologies for Smart Maps Initiative of the Na-
tional Imagery and Mapping Agency.

SA 2397. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. COL-
LINS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
by title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, Defense-
Wide, $5,000,000 may be available for further
development of light weight sensors of chem-
ical and biological agents using fluorescence-
based detection.

SA 2398. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms.
LANDRIEU) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. Of the amount appropriated by title
IV of this division under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION
ARMY’’ $2,5000,000 may be made available for
the Army Nutrition Project.

SA 2399. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms.
LANDRIEU) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, $2,000,000 may be
made available for the Partnership for Peace
(PFP) Information Management System.
Any amount made available for the Partner-
ship for Peace Information Management Sys-
tem under this section is in addition to other
amounts available for the Partnership for
Peace Information Management System
under this Act.

SA 2400. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
THOMPSON) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’, $4,892,000 may
be used for the Communicator Automated
Emergency Notification System of the Army
National Guard.

SA 2401. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DOR-
GAN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following:

SEC. .—Of the funds provided for Re-
search, Development, Test and Evaluation in
this bill, the Secretary of Defense may use
$10,000,000 to initiate a university-industry
program to utilize advances in 3-dimensional
chip scale packaging (CSP) and high tem-
perature superconducting (HTS) transceiver
performance, to reduce the size, weight,
power consumption, and cost of advanced
military wireless communications systems
for covert military and intelligence oper-
ations, especially HUMINT.

SA 2402. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. HAR-
KIN) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12726 December 7, 2001
At the end of title VIII of division A, add

the following:
SEC. 8135. (a) FUNDING FOR NATIONAL

GUARD, CONSOLIDATED INTERACTIVE VIRTUAL
INFORMATION CENTER.—Of the amount appro-
priated by title II of this division under the
heading ‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR
NATIONAL GUARD’’, $5,000,000 may be avail-
able for the Consolidated Interactive Virtual
Information Center of the National Guard.

(b) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—The
amount available under subsection (a) for
the Consolidated Interactive Virtual Infor-
mation Center of the National Guard is in
addition to any other amounts available
under this Act for the Consolidated Inter-
active Virtual Information Center.

SA 2403. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REED)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, NAVY’’ and available for Navy Space
and Electronic Warfare (SEW) Architecture/
Engine, $1,200,000 may be made available for
concept development and composite con-
struction of high speed vessels currently im-
plemented by the Navy Warfare Develop-
ment Command.

SA 2404. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REED)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide, $5,000,000 may be avail-
able for payments under section 363 of the
Floyd D. Spence, National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (as enacted
into law by Public Law 106–398; 114 Stat.
1654A–77).

SA 2405. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. BIDEN)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. ll. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes
the following findings:

(1) The military departments have recently
initiated worker safety demonstration pro-
grams.

(2) These programs are intended to improve
the working conditions of Department of De-
fense personnel and save money.

(3) These programs are in the public inter-
est, and the enhancement of these programs
will lead to desirable results for the military
departments.

(b) FUNDS FOR ENHANCEMENT OF ARMY PRO-
GRAM.—Of the amount appropriated by title
II of this division under the heading ‘‘OPER-
ATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY’’, $3,300,000
may be available to enhance the Worker
Safety Demonstration Program of the Army.

(c) FUNDS FOR ENHANCEMENT OF NAVY PRO-
GRAM.—Of the amount appropriated by title
II of this division under the heading ‘‘OPER-
ATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY’’, $3,300,000
may be available to enhance the Worker
Safety Demonstration Program of the Navy.

(d) FUNDS FOR ENHANCEMENT OF AIR FORCE
PROGRAM.—Of the amount appropriated by
title II of this division under the heading
‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE’’,
$3,300,000 may be available to enhance the
Worker Safety Demonstration Program of
the Air Force.

SA 2406. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs.
CARNAHAN) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
by this division for operation and mainte-
nance, Air National Guard, $435,000 may be
available (subject to section 2085(c) of title
10, United States Code) for the replacement
of deteriorating gas lines, mains, valves, and
fittings at the Air National Guard facility at
Rosecrans Memorial Airport, St. Joseph,
Missouri, and (subject to section 2811 of title
10, United States Code) for the repair of the
roof of the Aerial Port Facility at that air-
port.

SA 2407. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in Division A, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated in
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, NAVY’’, $7,000,000 may be made avail-
able for the Center for Advanced Power Sys-
tems.

SA 2408. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr.
DEWINE) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division for the Air Force for
research, development, test, and evaluation,
$3,500,000 may be available for the Collabo-
rative Technology Clusters program.

SA 2409. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr.
CLELAND) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title II of this division under the heading
‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’, $7,000,000 may
be available for Army live fire ranges.

SA 2410. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr.
CLELAND) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title II of this division under the heading
‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE’’,
$3,900,000 may be available for the aging air-
craft program of the Air Force.

SA 2411. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms.
SNOWE) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
in title II of this division for operation and
maintenance, Navy, for civilian manpower
and personnel management, $1,500,000 may be
used for the Navy Pilot Human Resources
Call Center, Cutler, Maine.

SA 2412. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms.
SNOWE) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated
in title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test and evaluation, Army,
$5,000,000 may be used for Compact Kinetic
Energy Missile Inertial Future Missile Tech-
nology Integration.

SA 2413. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr.
CLELAND) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY’’, $1,600,000 may
be available for the Navy for Engineering
Control and Surveillance Systems.

SA 2414. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
BUNNING) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, NAVY’’, $5,000,000 may made be avail-
able for a program at the Naval Medical Re-
search Center (NMRC) to treat victims of ra-
diation exposure.

SA 2415. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms.
LANDRIEU) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense-Wide’’, $10,000,000 may be avail-
able for the Gulf States Initiative.

SA 2416. Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. COL-
LINS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:
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SEC. 8135. Of the total amount appropriated

by title IV of this division for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, Navy,
$4,300,000 may be available for the dem-
onstration and validation of laser fabricated
steel reinforcement for ship construction.

SA 2417. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DODD)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the Committee
amendment, insert the following new sec-
tion:
SEC. ll. REPORT ON PROGRESS TOWARD IM-

PLEMENTATION OF COMPREHEN-
SIVE NUCLEAR THREAT REDUCTION
PROGRAMS TO SAFEGUARD PAKI-
STANI AND INDIAN NUCLEAR STOCK-
PILES AND TECHNOLOGY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Since 1991 the Nunn-Lugar cooperative
threat reduction initiative with the Russian
Federation has sought to address the threat
posed by Soviet-era stockpiles of nuclear,
chemical, and biological weapons-grade ma-
terials being illicitly acquired by terrorist
organizations or rogue states.

(2) India and Pakistan have acquired or de-
veloped independently nuclear materials,
detonation devices, warheads, and delivery
systems as part of their nuclear weapons
programs.

(3) Neither India nor Pakistan is currently
a signatory of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty or the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty or an active participant in the United Na-
tions Conference of Disarmament, nor do
these countries voluntarily submit to inter-
national inspections of their nuclear facili-
ties.

(4) Since the commencement of the mili-
tary campaign against the Taliban regime
and the al-Qaeda terrorist network in Af-
ghanistan, Pakistan has taken additional
steps to secure its nuclear assets from theft
by members of al-Qaeda or other terrorists
sympathetic to Osama bin Laden or the
Taliban.

(5) Self-policing of nuclear materials and
sensitive technologies by Indian and Paki-
stani authorities without up-to-date Western
technology and expertise in the nuclear secu-
rity area is unlikely to prevent determined
terrorists or sympathizers from gaining ac-
cess to such stockpiles over the long term.

(6) The United States has a significant na-
tional security interest in cooperating with
India and Pakistan in order to ensure that
effective nuclear threat reduction programs
and policies are being pursued by the govern-
ments of those two countries.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Defense, in cooperation with the
Secretaries of State and Energy, shall sub-
mit a report to Congress describing the steps
that have been taken to develop cooperative
threat reduction programs with India and
Pakistan. Such report shall include rec-
ommendations for changes in any provision
of existing law that is currently an impedi-
ment to the full establishment of such pro-
grams, a timetable for implementation of
such programs, and an estimated five-year
budget that will be required to fully fund
such programs.

SA 2418. Mr. INOUYE (Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
3338, making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS’’, $5,000,000
may be available for M–4 Carbine, Modular
Weapon Systems.

SA 2419. Mr. INOUYE (Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
3338, making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriatred by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’, $7,500,000
may be available for AVR–2A laser detecting
sets.

SA 2420. Mr. INOUYE (Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
3338, making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriatred by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, AIR FORCE’’, $2,500,000 may be avail-
able for Industrial Preparedness (PE0708011F)
for continuing development of the nickel-
mental hydride replacement battery for F–16
aircraft.

SA 2421. Mr. INOUYE (Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
3338, making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriatred by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY’’, $8,960,000
may be available for the Navy for four
Hushkit noise inhibitors for C–9 aircraft.

SA 2422. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. SAR-
BANES) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title VI of this division under the heading
‘‘DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM’’, $5,000,000 may
be available for the Army for the develop-
ment of the Operating Room of the Future,
an applied technology test bed at the Univer-
sity of Maryland Medical Center.

SA 2423. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr.
TORRICELLI) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes, as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, ARMY’’, $5,700,000 may be made avail-
able or the Coalition for Advanced Biomate-
rials Technologies and Therapies (CABTT)

program to maximize far-forward treatment
and for the accelerated return to duty of
combat casualties.

SA 2424. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr.
TORRICELLI) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title III of this division under the heading
‘‘AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY’’, $9,800,000
may be available for Advanced Digital Re-
corders and Digital Recorder Producers for
P–3 aircraft.

SA 2425. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. BINGA-
MAN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) FUNDING FOR CERTAIN PRO-
GRAMS AND PROJECTS.—From amounts appro-
priated by this division, amounts may here-
by be made available as follows:

(1) $8,000,000 for Big Crow (PE 605118D).

SA 2426. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
COCHRAN) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of this division, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) FUNDING FOR DOMED HOUSING
UNITS ON MARSHALL ISLANDS.—From within
amounts appropriated by title IV of this di-
vision under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
ARMY’’ the Commanding General of the
Army Space and Missile Defense Command
may acquire, and maintain domed housing
units for military personnel on Kwajalein
Atoll and other islands and locations in sup-
port of the mission of the command.

SA 2427. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
SHELBY) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

Of the funds made available in Title IV of
the act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
ARMY’’ $4,000,000 may be available for a na-
tional tissue engineering center.

SA 2428. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
SANTORUM) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

Of the funds in Title III for Ammunition
Procurement, Army, $5,000,000 may be avail-
able for M107, HE, 155mm.

SA 2429. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
SANTORUM) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

Of the funds by Title IV for Research, De-
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Air Force,
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$1,000,000 may be available for Integrated
Medical Information Technology System.

SA 2430. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
SANTORUM) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

Of the funds authorized in Title IV for ap-
propriation for Research, Development, Test
and Evaluation, Navy, $3,000,000 may be
available for modular helmet.

SA 2431. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
SANTORUM) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

Of the funds available in Title II for Oper-
ation & Maintenance, Army Reserve,
$5,000,000 may be available for land forces
readiness-information operations.

SA 2432. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KEN-
NEDY) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. . Of the total amount appropriated
by title III of this division for other procure-
ment, Navy, $10,000,000 may be available for
the NULKA decoy procurement.

SA 2433. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. HAR-
KIN) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, insert
the following:

SEC. (a).—Section 1078(b) of the Floyd D.
Spence National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2001 (as enacted by Public
Law 106–398; 114 Stat. 1654A–283) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, or its
contractors or subcontractors,’’ after ‘‘De-
partment of Defense’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘stored,
assembled, disassembled, or maintained’’ and
inserting ‘‘manufactured, assembled, or dis-
assembled’’.

(b) DETERMINATION OF EXPOSURES AT
IAAP.—The Secretary of Defense shall take
appropriate actions to determine the nature
and extent of the exposure of current and
former employees at the Army facility at the
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant, including
contractor and subcontractor employees at
the facility, to radioactive or other haz-
ardous substances at the facility, including
possible pathways for the exposure of such
employees to such substances.

(c) NOTIFICATION OF EMPLOYEES REGARDING
EXPOSURE.—(1) The Secretary shall take ap-
propriate actions to—

(A) identify current and former employees
at the facility referred to in subsection (b),
including contractor and subcontractor em-
ployees at the facility; and

(B) notify such employees of known or pos-
sible exposures to radioactive or other haz-
ardous substances at the facility.

(2) Notice under paragraph (1)(B) shall
include—

(A) information on the discussion of expo-
sures covered by such notice with health
care providers and other appropriate persons
who do not hold a security clearance; and

(B) if necessary, appropriate guidance on
contacting health care providers and offi-
cials involved with cleanup of the facility
who hold an appropriate security clearance.

(3) Notice under paragraph (1)(B) shall be
by mail or other appropriate means, as de-
termined by the Secretary.

(d) DEADLINE FOR ACTIONS.—The Secretary
shall complete the actions required by sub-
sections (b) and (c) not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit to the congressional
defense committees a report setting forth
the results of the actions undertaken by the
Secretary under this section, including any
determinations under subsection (b), the
number of workers identified under sub-
section (c)(1)(A), the content of the notice to
such workers under subsection (c)(1)(B), and
the status of progress on the provision of the
notice to such workers under subsection
(c)(1)(B).

SA 2434. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
SHELBY) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV of this division under the heading
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVAL-
UATION, AIR FORCE’’ $1,000,000, may be avail-
able for Low Cost Launch Vehicle Tech-
nology.

SA 2435. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
BUNNING) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) STUDY OF PHYSICAL STATE OF
ARMED SERVICES INITIAL ENTRY TRAINEE
HOUSING AND BARRACKS.—The Comptroller
General of the United States shall carry out
a study of the physical state of the Initial
Entry Trainee housing and barracks of the
Armed Services.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
nine months after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Comptroller General shall
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the study carried out under
subsection (a). The report shall set forth the
results of the study, and shall include such
other matters relating to the study as the
Comptroller General considers appropriate.

(c) CONGRESSIONAL DEFENSE COMMITTEES
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘con-
gressional defense committees’’ means—

(1) the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the Senate; and

(2) the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives.

SA 2436. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
HUTCHINSON) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 326, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:
PILOT PROGRAM FOR EFFICIENT INVENTORY

MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR THE DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE

SEC. 8135. (a) Of the total amount appro-
priated by this division for operation and

maintenance, Defense-Wide, $1,000,000 may be
available for the Secretary of Defense to
carry out a pilot program for the develop-
ment and operation of an efficient inventory
management system for the Department of
Defense. The pilot program may be designed
to address the problems in the inventory
management system of the Department that
were identified by the Comptroller General
of the United States as a result of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office audit of the inventory
management system of the Department in
1997.

(b) In entering into any contract for pur-
poses of the pilot program, the Secretary
may take into appropriate account current
Department contract goals for small busi-
ness concerns owned and controlled by so-
cially and economically disadvantaged indi-
viduals.

(c) Not later than one year after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
may submit to Congress a report on the pilot
program. The report shall describe the pilot
program, assess the progress of the pilot pro-
gram, and contain such recommendations at
the Secretary considers appropriate regard-
ing expansion or extension of the pilot pro-
gram.

SA 2437. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
MCCAIN) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

Strike section 902 of division B and insert
the following:

SEC. 902. (a) FUNDING FOR CERTAIN MILI-
TARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS.—If in exer-
cising the authority in section 2808 of title
10, United States Code, to carry out military
construction projects not authorized by law,
the Secretary of Defense utilizes, whether in
whole or in part, funds appropriated but not
yet obligated for a military construction
project previously authorized by law, the
Secretary may carry out such military con-
struction project previously authorized by
law using amounts appropriated by the 2001
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
Act for Recovery from and Response to Ter-
rorist Attacks on the United States (Public
Law 107–38; 115 Stat. 220), or any other appro-
priations Act to provide funds for the recov-
ery from and response to the terrorist at-
tacks on the United States that is enacted
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and available for obligation.

SA 2438. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms.
STABENOW) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making
appopriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
as follows:

At the end of title VIII of division A, add
the following:

SEC. 8135. (a) FUNDING FOR ADVANCED SAFE-
TY TETHER OPERATION AND RELIABILITY/
SPACE TRANSFER USING ELECTRODYNAMIC
PROPULSION (STEP–AIRSEDS) PROGRAM.—Of
the amount appropriated by title IV of this
division under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, NAVY’’
$2,000,000, may be allocated to the Advanced
Safety Tether Operation and Reliability/
Space Transfer using Electrodynamic Pro-
pulsion (STEP-AIRSEDS) program
(PE0602236N) of the Office of Naval Research/
Navy Research Laboratory.

SA 2439. Mr. INOUYE (for Ms.
STABENOW) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
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the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 201, after line 22 insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 1202.ll—UNITY IN THE SPIRIT OF AMER-

ICA.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited

as the ‘‘Unity in the Spirit of America Act’’
or the ‘‘USA Act’’.

(b) PROJECTS HONORING VICTIMS OF TER-
RORIST ATTACKS.—The National and Commu-
nity Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12501 et
seq.) is amended by inserting before title V
the following:

‘‘TITLE IV—PROJECTS HONORING
VICTIMS OF TERRORIST ATTACKS

‘‘SEC. 401. PROJECTS.
‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term

‘Foundation’ means the Points of Light
Foundation funded under section 301, or an-
other nonprofit private organization, that
enters into an agreement with the Corpora-
tion to carry out this section.

‘‘(b) IDENTIFICATION OF PROJECTS.—
‘‘(1) ESTIMATED NUMBER.—Not later than

December 1, 2001, the Foundation, after ob-
taining the guidance of the heads of appro-
priate Federal agencies, such as the Director
of the Office of Homeland Security and the
Attorney General, shall—

‘‘(A) make an estimate of the number of
victims killed as a result of the terrorist at-
tacks on September 11, 2001 (referred to in
this section as the ‘estimated number’); and

‘‘(B) compile a list that specifies, for each
individual that the Foundation determines
to be such a victim, the name of the victim
and the State in which the victim resided.

‘‘(2) IDENTIFIED PROJECTS.—The Foundation
may identify approximately the estimated
number of community-based national and
community service projects that meet the
requirements of subsection (d). The Founda-
tion shall name each identified project in
honor of a victim described in subsection
(b)(1)(A), after obtaining the permission of
an appropriate member of the victim’s fam-
ily and the entity carrying out the project.

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to
have a project named under this section, the
entity carrying out the project shall be a po-
litical subdivision of a State, a business, a
nonprofit organization (which may be a reli-
gious organization, such as a Christian, Jew-
ish, or Muslim organization), an Indian tribe,
or an institution of higher education.

‘‘(d) PROJECTS.—The Foundation shall
name, under this section, projects—

‘‘(1) that advance the goals of unity, and
improving the quality of life in commu-
nities; and

‘‘(2) that will be planned, or for which im-
plementation will begin, within a reasonable
period after the date of enactment of the
Unity in Service to America Act, as deter-
mined by the Foundation.

‘‘(e) WEBSITE AND DATABASE.—The Founda-
tion shall create and maintain websites and
databases, to describe projects named under
this section and serve as appropriate vehicles
for recognizing the projects.’’.

SA 2440. Mr. STEVENS proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 152, after line 19, insert:
SEC. 204. From within funds available to

the State of Alaska or the Alaska Region of
the National Marine Fisheries Service, an
additional $500,000 may be made available for
the cost of guaranteeing the reduction loan
authorized under section 144(d)(4)(A) of title
I, Division B of Public Law 106–554 (114 Stat.

2763A–242) and that subparagraph is amended
to read as follows: ‘‘(4)(A) The fishing capac-
ity reduction program required under this
subsection is authorized to be financed
through a reduction loan of $100,000,000
under-section 1111 and 1112 of title XI of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. App.
1279f and 1279g).’’.

SA 2441. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
GREGG) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 205, after line 12, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 104. Section 612 of P.L. 107–77 is
amended by striking ‘‘June 30, 2002’’ and in-
serting ‘‘April 1, 2002’’.

SA 2442. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DUR-
BIN) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 209, after line 25, insert:
SEC. 110. (a) Section 133(a) of the Legisla-

tive Branch Appropriations Act, 2001 (Public
Law 107–68) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘90-day’’ in paragraph (1)
and inserting ‘‘180-day’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘90-day’’ in paragraph (2)
(C) and inserting ‘‘180 days’’.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall take effect as if included in the en-
actment of the Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act, 2001 (Public Law 107–68).

SA 2443. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SPEC-
TER) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 191, after line 12 insert: General
Provisions, This Chapter

SEC. 1001. Section 5117(b)(3) of the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(Public Law 105–178; 112 Stat. 449; 23 U.S.C.
502 note) is amended —

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D),
and (E) as subparagraphs (D), (F), and (G),
respectively;

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph (C):

‘‘(C) FOLLOW-ON DEPLOYMENT.—(i) After an
intelligent transportation infrastructure
system deployed in an initial deployment
area pursuant to a contract entered into
under the program under this paragraph has
received system acceptance, the Department
of Transportation has the authority to ex-
tend the original contract that was competi-
tively awarded for the deployment of the
system in the follow-on deployment areas
under the contract, using the same asset
ownership, maintenance, fixed price con-
tract, and revenue sharing model, and the
same competitively selected consortium
leader, as were used for the deployment in
that initial deployment area under the pro-
gram.

‘‘(ii) If any one of the follow-on deploy-
ment areas does not commit, by July 1, 2002,
to participate in the deployment of the sys-
tem under the contract, then, upon applica-
tion by any of the other follow-on deploy-
ment areas that have committed by that
date to participate in the deployment of the
system, the Secretary shall supplement the
funds made available for any of the follow-on
deployment areas submitting the applica-
tions by using for that purpose the funds not

used for deployment of the system in the
nonparticipating area. Costs paid out of
funds provided in such a supplementation
shall not be counted for the purpose of the
limitation on maximum cost set forth in
subparagraph (B).’’;

(4) by inserting after subparagraph (D), as
redesignated by paragraph (1), the following
new subparagraph (E):

‘‘(E) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph:
‘‘(i) The term ‘initial deployment area’

means a metropolitan area referred to in the
second sentence of subparagraph (A).

‘‘(ii) The term ‘follow-on deployment
areas’ means the metropolitan areas of Bal-
timore, Birmingham, Boston, Chicago,
Cleveland, Dallas/Ft. Worth, Denver, Detroit,
Houston, Indianapolis, Las Vegas, Los Ange-
les, Miami, New York/Northern New Jersey,
Northern Kentucky/Cincinnati, Oklahoma
City, Orlando, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Pitts-
burgh, Portland, Providence, Salt Lake, San
Diego, San Francisco, St. Louis, Seattle,
Tampa, and Washington, District of Colum-
bia.’’; and

(5) in subparagraph (D), as redesignated by
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subparagraph
(D)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (F)’’.

SA 2444. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. REID)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

In chapter 5 of division B, under the head-
ing ‘‘NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINIS-
TRATION’’ under the paragraph ‘‘DEFENSE NU-
CLEAR PROLIFERATION’’, insert after ‘‘nuclear
proliferation and verification research and
development’’ the following: ‘‘(including re-
search and development with respect to radi-
ological dispersion devices, also known as
‘dirty bombs’)’’.

SA 2445. Mr. INOUYE (for Mrs. MUR-
RAY) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 138, after line 2, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 101. Section 741(b) of the Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2002 (P.L. 107–76), is amended by
striking ‘‘20,000,000 pounds’’ and inserting
‘‘5,000,000 pounds’’.

SA 2446. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
DOMENICI) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 165, after line 22, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 501. Of the funds provided in this or
any other Act for ‘‘Defense Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management’’ at the
Department of Energy, up to $500,000 may be
available to the Secretary of Energy for safe-
ty improvements to roads along the shipping
route to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant site.

SA 2447. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DUR-
BIN) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 165, after line 22, insert the fol-
lowing:
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SEC. 503. NUTWOOD LEVEE, ILLINOIS.—The

Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act, 2002 (Public Law 107–66) is amend-
ed under the heading ‘‘Title I, Department of
Defense-Civil, Department of the Army,
Corps of Engineers-Civil, Construction, Gen-
eral’’ by inserting after ‘‘$3,500,000’’ but be-
fore the ‘‘.’’ ‘‘: Provided further, That using
$400,000 of the funds appropriated herein, the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, may initiate construc-
tion on the Nutwood Levee, Illinois project’’.

SA 2448. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
DOMENICI) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 165, after line 22, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 502. Title III of the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, 2002 (Pub-
lic Law 107–66) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 313. (a) INCREASE IN AMOUNT AVAIL-
ABLE FOR ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS AND
STORAGE PROGRAM.—The amount appro-
priated by this title under the heading ‘DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY’ under the heading
‘ENERGY PROGRAMS’ under the paragraph
‘ENERGY SUPPLY’ is hereby increased by
$14,000,000, with the amount of the increase
to be available under that paragraph for the
electric energy systems and storage pro-
gram.

‘‘(b) DECREASE IN AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY GENERALLY.—The
amount appropriated by this title under the
heading ‘DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’
(other than under the heading ‘‘National Nu-
clear Security Administration or under the
heading ‘ENERGY PROGRAMS’ under the
paragraph ‘ENERGY SUPPLY’) is hereby de-
creased by $14,000,000, with the amount of the
decrease to be distributed among amounts
available under the heading ‘DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY’ in a manner determined by the
Secretary of Energy and approved by the
Committees on Appropriation.’’.

SA 2449. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. HAR-
KIN) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 186, line 22 before the period, in-
sert:

‘‘Provided, That it be the Sense of the Sen-
ate that funds provided under this paragraph
shall be used to provide subsidized service at
a rate of not less than three flights per day
for eligible communities with significant
enplanement levels that enjoyed said rate of
service, with or without subsidy, prior to
September 11, 2001.

SA 2450. Mr. STEVENS proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 196, after line 15, insert:
SEC. 1101. None of the funds appropriated

by this Act or any other Act may be used
after June 30, 2002 for the operation of any
federally owned building if determined to be
appropriate by the Administrator of the Gen-
eral Services Administration or to enter into
any lease or lease renewal with any person
for office space for a federal agency in any
other building, unless such operation, lease,
or lease renewal is in compliance with a reg-

ulation or Executive Order issued after the
date of enactment of this section that re-
quires redundant and physically separate
entry points to such buildings, and the use of
physically diverse local network facilities,
for the provision of telecommunications
services to federal agencies in such build-
ings.

SA 2451. Mr. STEVENS proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 195, on line 20 before the period,
insert:

‘‘Provided, That the Postal Service is au-
thorized to review rates for product delivery
and minimum qualifications for eligible
service providers under section 5402 of title
39, and to recommend new rates and quali-
fications to reduce expenditures without re-
ducing service levels.’’

SA 2452. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
BOND) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3338, making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

Purpose: On page 168, after line 9, insert:
SECTION 601. SHORT TITLE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Smithsonian Institution may collect and
preserve in the National Museum of Amer-
ican History artifacts relating to the Sep-
tember 11th attacks on the World Trade Cen-
ter and the Pentagon.

(b) TYPES OF ARTIFACTS.—In carrying out
subsection (a), the Secretary of the Smithso-
nian Institution shall consider collecting and
preserving—

(1) pieces of the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon;

(2) still and video images made by private
individuals and the media;

(3) personal narratives of survivors, res-
cuers, and government officials; and

(4) other artifacts, recordings, and
testimonials that the Secretary of the
Smithsonian Institution determines have
lasting historical significance.

(c) There is authorized to be appropriated
to the Smithsonian Institution $5,000,000 to
carry out this section.

SA 2453. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr.
DASCHLE) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. TRUSTEES OF THE JOHN F. KENNEDY

CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING
ARTS.

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—Section 2(a) of the John
F. Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h(a)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘There is hereby’’ and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is’’; and
(2) by striking the second sentence and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The Board shall be com-

posed of—
‘‘(A) the Secretary of Health and Human

Services;
‘‘(B) the Librarian of Congress;
‘‘(C) the Secretary of State;
‘‘(D) the Chairman of the Commission of

Fine Arts;

‘‘(E) the Mayor of the District of Columbia;
‘‘(F) the Superintendent of Schools of the

District of Columbia;
‘‘(G) the Director of the National Park

Service;
‘‘(H) the Secretary of Education;
‘‘(I) the Secretary of the Smithsonian In-

stitution;
‘‘(J)(i) the Speaker and the Minority Lead-

er of the House of Representatives;
‘‘(ii) the chairman and ranking minority

member of the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation of the House of Rep-
resentatives; and

‘‘(iii) 3 additional Members of the House of
Representatives appointed by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives;

‘‘(K)(i) the Majority Leader and the Minor-
ity Leader of the Senate;

‘‘(ii) the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Environment
and Public Works of the Senate; and

‘‘(iii) 3 additional Members of the Senate
appointed by the President of the Senate;
and

‘‘(L) 36 general trustees, who shall be citi-
zens of the United States, to be appointed in
accordance with subsection (b).’’.

(b) TERMS OF OFFICE FOR NEW GENERAL
TRUSTEES.—Section 2(b) of the John F. Ken-
nedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h(b)) shall apply
to each general trustee of the John F. Ken-
nedy Center for the Performing Arts whose
position is established by the amendment
made by subsection (a)(2) (referred to in this
subsection as a ‘‘new general trustee’’), ex-
cept that the initial term of office of each
new general trustee shall—

(1) commence on the date on which the new
general trustee is appointed by the Presi-
dent; and

(2) terminate on September 1, 2007.

SA 2454. Mr. STEVENS proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 168, after line 9, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. (a) GENERAL TRUSTEES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 2

of the John F. Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C.
76h) is amended in its last clause by striking
out the word ‘‘thirty’’ and inserting in lieu
thereof the word ‘‘thirty-six’’.

(2) TERMS OF OFFICE FOR NEW GENERAL
TRUSTEES.—

(A) INITIAL TERMS OF OFFICE.—
(i) COMMENCEMENT OF INITIAL TERM.—The

initial terms of office for all new general
trustee offices created by this Act shall com-
mence upon appointment by the President.

(ii) EXPIRATIONS OF INITIAL TERM.—The ini-
tial terms of office for all new general trust-
ee offices created by this Act shall continue
until September 1, 2007.

(iii) VACANCIES AND SERVICE UNTIL THE AP-
POINTMENT OF A SUCCESSOR.—For all new gen-
eral trustee offices created by this Act, sub-
sections (b)(1) and (b)(2) of section 2 of the
John F. Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h)
shall apply.

(B) SUCCEEDING TERMS OF OFFICE.—Upon
the expirations of the initial terms of office
pursuant to Section 1(b)91) of this Act, the
terms of office for all new general trustee of-
fices created by this Act shall be governed by
subsection (b) of section 2 of the John F.
Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h).

(b) EX OFFICIO TRUSTEES.—Subsection (a)
of section 2 of the John F. Kennedy Center
Act (20 U.S.C. 76h) is further amended by in-
serting in the second sentence ‘‘the Majority
and Minority Leaders of the Senate, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, the
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Minority Leader of the House of Representa-
tives,’’ after ‘‘the Secretary of the Smithso-
nian Institution,’’.

(c) HOUSEKEEPING AMENDMENT.—To con-
form with the previous abolition of the
United States Information Agency and the
transfer of all functions of the Director of
the United States Information Agency to the
Secretary of State (sections 1311 and 1312 of
Public Law 105–277, 112 Stat. 2681–776), sub-
section (a) of section 2 of the John F. Ken-
nedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h) is further
amended by striking in the second sentence
‘‘the Director of the United States Informa-
tion Agency,’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘the Secretary of State,’’.

SA 2455. Mr. STEVENS proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 201, after line 22, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 1201. Within funds previously appro-
priated as authorized under the Native
American Housing and Self Determination
Act of 1996 (Pub.L. 104–330, §§ 1(a), 110 Stat.
4016) and made available to Cook Inlet Hous-
ing Authority, Cook Inlet Housing Authority
may use up to $9,500,000 of such funds to con-
struct student housing for Native college
students, including an on-site computer lab
and related study facilities, and, notwith-
standing any provision of such Act to the
contrary, Cook Inlet Housing Authority may
use a portion of such funds to establish a re-
serve fund and to provide for maintenance of
the project.’’

SA 2456. Mr. STEVENS (for Mr.
DOMENICI) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 165, after line 22, insert the at-
tached.

GENERAL PROVISION, THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 501. The Reclamation Safety of Dams
Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 509) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) by inserting in Section 4(c) after ‘‘2000,’’
and before ‘‘costs’’ the following: ‘‘and the
additional $32,000,000 further authorized to be
appropriated by amendments to the Act in
2001,’’; and

(2) by inserting in Section 5 after ‘‘levels),’’
and before ‘‘plus’’ the following: ‘‘and, effec-
tive October 1, 2001, not to exceed an addi-
tional $32,000,000 (October 1, 2001, price lev-
els),’’.

SA 2457. Mr. STEVENS proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3338, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 168, after line 9, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

‘‘SEC. 603. Section 29 of P.L. 92–203, as en-
acted under section 4 of P.L. 94–204 (43 U.S.C.
1626), is amended by adding at the end of sub-
section (e) the following:

‘‘(4)(A) Congress confirms that Federal pro-
curement programs for tribes and Alaska Na-
tive Corporations are enacted pursuant to its
authority under Article I, Section 8 of the
United States Constitution.

(B) Contracting with an entity defined in
subparagraph (e)(2) of this section or section
3(c) of P.L. 93–262 shall be credited towards

the satisfaction of a contractor’s obligations
under section 7 of P.L. 87–305.

(C) Any entity that satisfies subparagraph
(e)(2) of this section that has been certified
under section 8 of P.L. 85–536 is a Disadvan-
taged Business Enterprise for the purposes of
P.L. 105–178.’’.

SA 2458. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. BIDEN)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3338, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes; as follows:

No appropriated funds or revenues gen-
erated by the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation may be used to implement Sec-
tion 204(c)(2) of P.L. 105–134 until the Con-
gress has enacted an Amtrak reauthorization
Act.

SA 2459. Mr. INOUYE (for Mr.
DASCHLE) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3338, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following:

TITLE ll—HOMESTAKE MINE
CONVEYANCE

SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Homestake

Mine Conveyance Act of 2001’’.
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) the United States is among the leading

nations in the world in conducting basic sci-
entific research;

(2) that leadership position strengthens the
economy and national defense of the United
States and provides other important bene-
fits;

(3) the Homestake Mine in Lead, South Da-
kota, owned by the Homestake Mining Com-
pany of California, is approximately 8,000
feet deep and is situated in a unique physical
setting that is ideal for carrying out certain
types of particle physics and other research;

(4) the Mine has been selected by the Na-
tional Underground Science Laboratory
Committee, an independent panel of distin-
guished scientists, as the preferred site for
the construction of the National Under-
ground Science Laboratory;

(5) such a laboratory would be used to con-
duct scientific research that would be funded
and recognized as significant by the United
States;

(6) the establishment of the laboratory is
in the national interest, and would substan-
tially improve the capability of the United
States to conduct important scientific re-
search;

(7) for economic reasons, Homestake in-
tends to cease operations at the Mine in 2001;

(8) on cessation of operations of the Mine,
Homestake intends to implement reclama-
tion actions that would preclude the estab-
lishment of a laboratory at the Mine;

(9) Homestake has advised the State that,
after cessation of operations at the Mine, in-
stead of closing the entire Mine, Homestake
is willing to donate the underground portion
of the Mine and certain other real and per-
sonal property of substantial value at the
Mine for use as the National Underground
Science Laboratory;

(10) use of the Mine as the site for the lab-
oratory, instead of other locations under
consideration, would result in a savings of
millions of dollars for the Federal Govern-
ment;

(11) if the Mine is selected as the site for
the laboratory, it is essential that closure of

the Mine not preclude the location of the
laboratory at the Mine;

(12) Homestake is unwilling to donate, and
the State is unwilling to accept, the prop-
erty at the Mine for the laboratory if
Homestake and the State would continue to
have potential liability with respect to the
transferred property; and

(13) to secure the use of the Mine as the lo-
cation for the laboratory, and to realize the
benefits of the proposed laboratory, it is nec-
essary for the United States to—

(A) assume a portion of any potential fu-
ture liability of Homestake concerning the
Mine; and

(B) address potential liability associated
with the operation of the laboratory.
SEC. ll3. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

(2) AFFILIATE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘affiliate’’

means any corporation or other person that
controls, is controlled by, or is under com-
mon control with Homestake.

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘affiliate’’ in-
cludes a director, officer, or employee of an
affiliate.

(3) CONVEYANCE.—The term ‘‘conveyance’’
means the conveyance of the Mine to the
State under section ll4(a).

(4) FUND.—The term ‘‘Fund’’ means the En-
vironment and Project Trust Fund estab-
lished under section ll8.

(5) HOMESTAKE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Homestake’’

means the Homestake Mining Company of
California, a California corporation.

(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘‘Homestake’’
includes—

(i) a director, officer, or employee of
Homestake;

(ii) an affiliate of Homestake; and
(iii) any successor of Homestake or suc-

cessor to the interest of Homestake in the
Mine.

(6) INDEPENDENT ENTITY.—The term ‘‘inde-
pendent entity’’ means an independent enti-
ty selected jointly by Homestake, the South
Dakota Department of Environment and
Natural Resources, and the Administrator—

(A) to conduct a due diligence inspection
under section ll4(b)(2)(A); and

(B) to determine the fair value of the Mine
under section ll5(a).

(7) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’
has the meaning given the term in section 4
of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b).

(8) LABORATORY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘laboratory’’

means the national underground science lab-
oratory proposed to be established at the
Mine after the conveyance.

(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘‘laboratory’’ in-
cludes operating and support facilities of the
laboratory.

(9) MINE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Mine’’ means

the portion of the Homestake Mine in Law-
rence County, South Dakota, proposed to be
conveyed to the State for the establishment
and operation of the laboratory.

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Mine’’
includes—

(i) real property, mineral and oil and gas
rights, shafts, tunnels, structures, backfill,
broken rock, fixtures, facilities, and personal
property to be conveyed for establishment
and operation of the laboratory, as agreed
upon by Homestake and the State; and

(ii) any water that flows into the Mine
from any source.

(C) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Mine’’ does
not include—
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(i) the feature known as the ‘‘Open Cut’’;
(ii) any tailings or tailings storage facility

(other than backfill in the portion of the
Mine described in subparagraph (A)); or

(iii) any waste rock or any site used for the
dumping of waste rock (other than broken
rock in the portion of the Mine described in
subparagraph (A)).

(10) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’’ means—
(A) an individual;
(B) a trust, firm, joint stock company, cor-

poration (including a government corpora-
tion), partnership, association, limited li-
ability company, or any other type of busi-
ness entity;

(C) a State or political subdivision of a
State;

(D) a foreign governmental entity;
(E) an Indian tribe; and
(F) any department, agency, or instrumen-

tality of the United States.
(11) PROJECT SPONSOR.—The term ‘‘project

sponsor’’ means an entity that manages or
pays the costs of 1 or more projects that are
carried out or proposed to be carried out at
the laboratory.

(12) SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY BOARD.—The term
‘‘Scientific Advisory Board’’ means the enti-
ty designated in the management plan of the
laboratory to provide scientific oversight for
the operation of the laboratory.

(13) STATE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘State’’ means

the State of South Dakota.
(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘State’’ in-

cludes an institution, agency, officer, or em-
ployee of the State.
SEC. ll4. CONVEYANCE OF REAL PROPERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) DELIVERY OF DOCUMENTS.—Subject to

paragraph (2) and subsection (b) and notwith-
standing any other provision of law, on the
execution and delivery by Homestake of 1 or
more quit-claim deeds or bills of sale con-
veying to the State all right, title, and inter-
est of Homestake in and to the Mine, title to
the Mine shall pass from Homestake to the
State.

(2) CONDITION OF MINE ON CONVEYANCE.—The
Mine shall be conveyed as is, with no rep-
resentations as to the condition of the prop-
erty.

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR CONVEYANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition precedent

of conveyance and of the assumption of li-
ability by the United States in accordance
with this title, the Administrator shall ac-
cept the final report of the independent enti-
ty under paragraph (3).

(2) DUE DILIGENCE INSPECTION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—As a condition precedent

of conveyance and of Federal participation
described in this title, Homestake shall per-
mit an independent entity to conduct a due
diligence inspection of the Mine to deter-
mine whether any condition of the Mine may
present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health or the envi-
ronment.

(B) CONSULTATION.—As a condition prece-
dent of the conduct of a due diligence inspec-
tion, Homestake, the South Dakota Depart-
ment of Environment and Natural Re-
sources, the Administrator, and the inde-
pendent entity shall consult and agree upon
the methodology and standards to be used,
and other factors to be considered, by the
independent entity in—

(i) the conduct of the due diligence inspec-
tion;

(ii) the scope of the due diligence inspec-
tion; and

(iii) the time and duration of the due dili-
gence inspection.

(3) REPORT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The independent entity

shall submit to the Administrator a report
that—

(i) describes the results of the due dili-
gence inspection under paragraph (2); and

(ii) identifies any condition of or in the
Mine that may present an imminent and sub-
stantial endangerment to public health or
the environment.

(B) PROCEDURE.—
(i) DRAFT REPORT.—Before finalizing the

report under this paragraph, the independent
entity shall—

(I) issue a draft report;
(II) submit to the Administrator,

Homestake, and the State a copy of the draft
report;

(III) issue a public notice requesting com-
ments on the draft report that requires all
such comments to be filed not later than 45
days after issuance of the public notice; and

(IV) during that 45-day public comment pe-
riod, conduct at least 1 public hearing in
Lead, South Dakota, to receive comments on
the draft report.

(ii) FINAL REPORT.—In the final report sub-
mitted to the Administrator under this para-
graph, the independent entity shall respond
to, and incorporate necessary changes sug-
gested by, the comments received on the
draft report.

(4) REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY ADMINIS-
TRATOR.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days
after receiving the final report under para-
graph (3), the Administrator shall—

(i) review the report; and
(ii) notify the State in writing of accept-

ance or rejection of the final report.
(B) CONDITIONS FOR REJECTION.—The Ad-

ministrator may reject the final report only
if the Administrator identifies 1 or more con-
ditions of the Mine that—

(i) may present an imminent and substan-
tial endangerment to the public health or
the environment, as determined by the Ad-
ministrator; and

(ii) require response action to correct each
condition that may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to the public
health or the environment identified under
clause (i) before conveyance and assumption
by the Federal Government of liability con-
cerning the Mine under this title.

(C) RESPONSE ACTIONS AND CERTIFICATION.—
(i) RESPONSE ACTIONS.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—If the Administrator re-

jects the final report, Homestake may carry
out or bear the cost of, or permit the State
or another person to carry out or bear the
cost of, such response actions as are nec-
essary to correct any condition identified by
the Administrator under subparagraph (B)(i)
that may present an imminent and substan-
tial endangerment to public health or the en-
vironment.

(II) LONG-TERM RESPONSE ACTIONS.—
(aa) IN GENERAL.—In a case in which the

Administrator determines that a condition
identified by the Administrator under sub-
paragraph (B)(i) requires continuing re-
sponse action, or response action that can be
completed only as part of the final closure of
the laboratory, it shall be a condition of con-
veyance that Homestake, the State, or an-
other person deposit into the Fund such
amount as is estimated by the independent
entity, on a net present value basis and after
taking into account estimated interest on
that basis, to be sufficient to pay the costs of
the long-term response action or the re-
sponse action that will be completed as part
of the final closure of the laboratory.

(bb) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—None of
the funds deposited into the Fund under item
(aa) shall be expended for any purpose other
than to pay the costs of the long-term re-
sponse action, or the response action that
will be completed as part of the final closure
of the Mine, identified under that item.

(ii) CONTRIBUTION BY HOMESTAKE.—The
total amount that Homestake may expend,
pay, or deposit into the Fund under sub-
clauses (I) and (II) of clause (i) shall not
exceed—

(I) $75,000,000; less
(II) the fair value of the Mine as deter-

mined under section ll5(a).
(iii) CERTIFICATION.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—After any response actions

described in clause (i)(I) are carried out and
any required funds are deposited under
clause (i)(II), the independent entity may
certify to the Administrator that the condi-
tions for rejection identified by the Adminis-
trator under subparagraph (B) have been cor-
rected.

(II) ACCEPTANCE OR REJECTION OF CERTIFI-
CATION.—Not later than 60 days after an inde-
pendent entity makes a certification under
subclause (I), the Administrator shall accept
or reject the certification.

(c) REVIEW OF CONVEYANCE.—For the pur-
poses of the conveyance, the requirements of
this section shall be considered to be suffi-
cient to meet any requirement of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).
SEC. ll5. ASSESSMENT OF PROPERTY.

(a) VALUATION OF PROPERTY.—The inde-
pendent entity shall assess the fair value of
the Mine.

(b) FAIR VALUE.—For the purposes of this
section, the fair value of the Mine shall in-
clude the estimated cost, as determined by
the independent entity under subsection (a),
of replacing the shafts, winzes, hoists, tun-
nels, ventilation system, and other equip-
ment and improvements at the Mine that are
expected to be used at, or that will be useful
to, the laboratory.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than the date on
which each report developed in accordance
with section ll4(b)(3) is submitted to the
Administrator, the independent entity de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall submit to the
State a report that identifies the fair value
assessed under subsection (a).
SEC. ll6. LIABILITY.

(a) ASSUMPTION OF LIABILITY.—
(1) ASSUMPTION.—Subject to paragraph (2),

notwithstanding any other provision of law,
on completion of the conveyance in accord-
ance with this title, the United States shall
assume any and all liability relating to the
Mine and laboratory, including liability
for—

(A) damages;
(B) reclamation;
(C) the costs of response to any hazardous

substance (as defined in section 101 of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42
U.S.C. 9601)), contaminant, or other material
on, under, or relating to the Mine and lab-
oratory; and

(D) closure of the Mine and laboratory.
(2) CLAIMS AGAINST UNITED STATES.—In the

case of any claim brought against the United
States, the United States shall be liable for—

(A) damages under paragraph (1)(A), only
to the extent that an award of damages is
made in a civil action brought under chapter
171 of title 28, United States Code; and

(B) response costs under paragraph (1)(C),
only to the extent that an award of response
costs is made in a civil action brought
under—

(i) the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.);

(ii) the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C.
6901 et seq.);

(iii) the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.); or

(iv) any other applicable Federal environ-
mental law, as determined by the Adminis-
trator.
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(b) LIABILITY PROTECTION.—On completion

of the conveyance, neither Homestake nor
the State shall be liable to any person or the
United States for injuries, costs, injunctive
relief, reclamation, damages (including dam-
ages to natural resources or the environ-
ment), or expenses, or liable under any other
claim (including claims for indemnification
or contribution, claims by third parties for
death, personal injury, illness, or loss of or
damage to property, or claims for economic
loss), under any law (including a regulation)
for any claim arising out of or in connection
with contamination, pollution, or other con-
dition, use, or closure of the Mine and lab-
oratory, regardless of when a condition giv-
ing rise to the liability originated or was dis-
covered.

(c) INDEMNIFICATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, on completion of the
conveyance in accordance with this title, the
United States shall indemnify, defend, and
hold harmless Homestake and the State from
and against—

(1) any and all liabilities and claims de-
scribed in subsection (a), without regard to
any limitation under subsection (a)(2); and

(2) any and all liabilities and claims de-
scribed in subsection (b).

(d) WAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.—For
purposes of this Act, the United States
waives any claim to sovereign immunity.

(e) TIMING FOR ASSUMPTION OF LIABILITY.—
If the conveyance is effectuated by more
than 1 legal transaction, the assumption of
liability, liability protection, indemnifica-
tion, and waiver of sovereign immunity pro-
vided for under this section shall apply to
each legal transaction, as of the date on
which the transaction is completed and with
respect to such portion of the Mine as is con-
veyed under that transaction.

(f) EXCEPTIONS FOR HOMESTAKE CLAIMS.—
Nothing in this section constitutes an as-
sumption of liability by the United States,
or relief of liability of Homestake, for—

(1) any unemployment, worker’s compensa-
tion, or other employment-related claim or
cause of action of an employee of Homestake
that arose before the date of conveyance;

(2) any claim or cause of action that arose
before the date of conveyance, other than an
environmental claim or a claim concerning
natural resources;

(3) any violation of any provision of crimi-
nal law; or

(4) any claim, injury, damage, liability, or
reclamation or cleanup obligation with re-
spect to any property or asset that is not
conveyed under this title, except to the ex-
tent that any such claim, injury, damage, li-
ability, or reclamation or cleanup obligation
arises out of the continued existence or use
of the Mine subsequent to the date of con-
veyance.
SEC. ll7. INSURANCE COVERAGE.

(a) PROPERTY AND LIABILITY INSURANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent property

and liability insurance is available and sub-
ject to the requirements described in para-
graph (2), the State shall purchase property
and liability insurance for the Mine and the
operation of the laboratory to provide cov-
erage against the liability described in sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section ll6.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) are the following:

(A) TERMS OF INSURANCE.—In determining
the type, extent of coverage, and policy lim-
its of insurance purchased under this sub-
section, the State shall—

(i) periodically consult with the Adminis-
trator and the Scientific Advisory Board;
and

(ii) consider certain factors, including—
(I) the nature of the projects and experi-

ments being conducted in the laboratory;

(II) the availability and cost of commercial
insurance; and

(III) the amount of funding available to
purchase commercial insurance.

(B) ADDITIONAL TERMS.—The insurance pur-
chased by the State under this subsection
may provide coverage that is—

(i) secondary to the insurance purchased
by project sponsors; and

(ii) in excess of amounts available in the
Fund to pay any claim.

(3) FINANCING OF INSURANCE PURCHASE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section ll8,

the State may finance the purchase of insur-
ance required under this subsection by
using—

(i) funds made available from the Fund;
and

(ii) such other funds as are received by the
State for the purchase of insurance for the
Mine and laboratory.

(B) NO REQUIREMENT TO USE STATE FUNDS.—
Nothing in this title requires the State to
use State funds to purchase insurance re-
quired under this subsection.

(4) ADDITIONAL INSURED.—Any insurance
purchased by the State under this subsection
shall—

(A) name the United States as an addi-
tional insured; or

(B) otherwise provide that the United
States is a beneficiary of the insurance pol-
icy having the primary right to enforce all
rights of the United States under the policy.

(5) TERMINATION OF OBLIGATION TO PUR-
CHASE INSURANCE.—The obligation of the
State to purchase insurance under this sub-
section shall terminate on the date on
which—

(A) the Mine ceases to be used as a labora-
tory; or

(B) sufficient funding ceases to be avail-
able for the operation and maintenance of
the Mine or laboratory.

(b) PROJECT INSURANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The State, in consultation

with the Administrator and the Scientific
Advisory Board, may require, as a condition
of approval of a project for the laboratory,
that a project sponsor provide property and
liability insurance or other applicable cov-
erage for potential liability associated with
the project described in subsections (a) and
(b) of section ll6.

(2) ADDITIONAL INSURED.—Any insurance
obtained by the project sponsor under this
section shall—

(A) name the State and the United States
as additional insureds; or

(B) otherwise provide that the State and
the United States are beneficiaries of the in-
surance policy having the primary right to
enforce all rights under the policy.

(c) STATE INSURANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent required by

State law, the State shall purchase, with re-
spect to the operation of the Mine and the
laboratory—

(A) unemployment compensation insur-
ance; and

(B) worker’s compensation insurance.
(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FROM

FUND.—A State shall not use funds from the
Fund to carry out paragraph (1).
SEC. ll8. ENVIRONMENT AND PROJECT TRUST

FUND.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—On completion of the

conveyance, the State shall establish, in an
interest-bearing account at an accredited fi-
nancial institution located within the State,
the Environment and Project Trust Fund.

(b) AMOUNTS.—The Fund shall consist of—
(1) an annual deposit from the operation

and maintenance funding provided for the
laboratory in an amount to be determined—

(A) by the State, in consultation with the
Administrator and the Scientific Advisory
Board; and

(B) after taking into consideration—
(i) the nature of the projects and experi-

ments being conducted at the laboratory;
(ii) available amounts in the Fund;
(iii) any pending costs or claims that may

be required to be paid out of the Fund; and
(iv) the amount of funding required for fu-

ture actions associated with the closure of
the facility;

(2) an amount determined by the State, in
consultation with the Administrator and the
Scientific Advisory Board, and to be paid by
the appropriate project sponsor, for each
project to be conducted, which amount—

(A) shall be used to pay—
(i) costs incurred in removing from the

Mine or laboratory equipment or other mate-
rials related to the project;

(ii) claims arising out of or in connection
with the project; and

(iii) if any portion of the amount remains
after paying the expenses described in
clauses (i) and (ii), other costs described in
subsection (c); and

(B) may, at the discretion of the State, be
assessed—

(i) annually; or
(ii) in a lump sum as a prerequisite to the

approval of the project;
(3) interest earned on amounts in the

Fund, which amount of interest shall be used
only for a purpose described in subsection
(c); and

(4) all other funds received and designated
by the State for deposit in the Fund.

(c) EXPENDITURES FROM FUND.—Amounts
in the Fund shall be used only for the pur-
poses of funding—

(1) waste and hazardous substance removal
or remediation, or other environmental
cleanup at the Mine;

(2) removal of equipment and material no
longer used, or necessary for use, in conjunc-
tion with a project conducted at the labora-
tory;

(3) a claim arising out of or in connection
with the conducting of such a project;

(4) purchases of insurance by the State as
required under section ll7;

(5) payments for and other costs relating
to liability described in section ll6; and

(6) closure of the Mine and laboratory.
(d) FEDERAL PAYMENTS FROM FUND.—The

United States—
(1) to the extent the United States assumes

liability under section ll6—
(A) shall be a beneficiary of the Fund; and
(B) may direct that amounts in the Fund

be applied to pay amounts and costs de-
scribed in this section; and

(2) may take action to enforce the right of
the United States to receive 1 or more pay-
ments from the Fund.

(e) NO REQUIREMENT OF DEPOSIT OF PUBLIC
FUNDS.—Nothing in this section requires the
State to deposit State funds as a condition of
the assumption by the United States of li-
ability, or the relief of the State or
Homestake from liability, under section
ll6.
SEC. ll9. WASTE ROCK MIXING.

After completion of the conveyance, the
State shall obtain the approval of the Ad-
ministrator before disposing of any material
quantity of laboratory waste rock if—

(1) the disposal site is on land not conveyed
under this title; and

(2) the State determines that the disposal
could result in commingling of laboratory
waste rock with waste rock disposed of by
Homestake before the date of conveyance.
SEC. l10. REQUIREMENTS FOR OPERATION OF

LABORATORY.
After the conveyance, nothing in this title

exempts the laboratory from compliance
with any law (including a Federal environ-
mental law).
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SEC. l11. CONTINGENCY.

This title shall be effective contingent on
the selection, by the National Science Foun-
dation, of the Mine as the site for the labora-
tory.
SEC. l12. OBLIGATION IN THE EVENT OF NON-

CONVEYANCE.
If the conveyance under this title does not

occur, any obligation of Homestake relating
to the Mine shall be limited to such reclama-
tion or remediation as is required under any
applicable law other than this title.
SEC. l13. PAYMENT AND REIMBURSEMENT OF

COSTS.
The United States may seek payment—
(1) from the Fund, under section ll8(d),

to pay or reimburse the United States for
amounts payable or liabilities incurred
under this title; and

(2) from available insurance, to pay or re-
imburse the United States and the Fund for
amounts payable or liabilities incurred
under this title.
SEC. l14. CONSENT DECREES.

Nothing in this title affects any obligation
of a party under—

(1) the 1990 Remedial Action Consent De-
cree (Civ. No. 90–5101 D. S.D.); or

(2) the 1999 Natural Resource Damage Con-
sent Decree (Civ. Nos. 97–5078 and 97–5100, D.
S.D.).
SEC. l15. CUSTOMS USER FEES.

Section 13031(j)(3) of the Consolidated Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19
U.S.C. 58c(j)(3)) is amended by inserting after
‘‘September 30, 2003,’’ the following: ‘‘except
that fees shall continue to be charged under
paragraphs (1) through (8) of that subsection
through January 31, 2004.’’.
SEC. l16. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as are necessary to carry out this
title.

SA 2460. Mr. REID (for Mr. KERRY
(for himself and Mr. BOND)) proposed an
amendment to the bill S. 1196, to
amend the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958, and for other purposes; as
follows:

Strike section 6 and all that follows
through the end of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House of Representatives,
and insert the following:
SEC. 6. REDUCTION OF FEES.

(a) TWO-YEAR REDUCTION OF SECTION 7(a)
FEES.—

(1) GUARANTEE FEES.—Section 7(a)(18) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(18))
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(C) TWO-YEAR REDUCTION IN FEES.—With
respect to loans approved during the 2-year
period beginning on October 1, 2002, the guar-
antee fee under subparagraph (A) shall be as
follows:

‘‘(i) A guarantee fee equal to 1 percent of
the deferred participation share of a total
loan amount that is not more than $150,000.

‘‘(ii) A guarantee fee equal to 2.5 percent of
the deferred participation share of a total
loan amount that is more than $150,000, but
not more than $700,000.

‘‘(iii) A guarantee fee equal to 3.5 percent
of the deferred participation share of a total
loan amount that is more than $700,000.’’.

(2) ANNUAL FEES.—Section 7(a)(23)(A) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(23)(A)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘With respect to loans approved during the
2-year period beginning on October 1, 2002,
the annual fee assessed and collected under
the preceding sentence shall be in an amount
equal to 0.25 percent of the outstanding bal-
ance of the deferred participation share of
the loan.’’.

(b) REDUCTION OF SECTION 504 FEES.—Sec-
tion 503 of the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 697) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(7)(A)—
(A) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as

subclauses (I) and (II), respectively, and
moving the margins 2 ems to the right;

(B) by striking ‘‘not exceed the lesser’’ and
inserting ‘‘not exceed—

‘‘(i) the lesser’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) 50 percent of the amount established

under clause (i) in the case of a loan made
during the 2-year period beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 2002, for the life of the loan; and’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(i) TWO-YEAR WAIVER OF FEES.—The Ad-

ministration may not assess or collect any
up front guarantee fee with respect to loans
made under this title during the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on October 1, 2002.’’.

(c) BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF LOANS AND
FINANCINGS.—Assistance made available
under any loan made or approved by the
Small Business Administration under sec-
tion 7(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
636(a)) or financings made under title V of
the Small Business Investment Act of 1958
(15 U.S.C. 695 et seq.), during the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on October 1, 2002, shall be
treated as separate programs of the Small
Business Administration for purposes of the
Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 only.

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—The amendments made
by this section to section 503 of the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958, shall be ef-
fective only to the extent that funds are
made available under appropriations Acts,
which funds shall be utilized by the Adminis-
trator to offset the cost (as such term is de-
fined in section 502 of the Federal Credit Re-
form Act of 1990) of such amendments.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall become effective
on October 1, 2002.

SA 2461. Mr. REID (for Mr. STEVENS)
proposed an amendment to the bill S.
703, to extend the effective period of
the consent of Congress to the inter-
state compact relating to the restora-
tion of Atlantic salmon to the Con-
necticut River Basin and creating the
Connecticut River Atlantic Salmon
Commission, and for other purposes; as
follows:

On page 2, after line 14, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. 2. FISHING CAPACITY REDUCTION PRO-

GRAM.
Section 144(d)(4)(A) of division B of the

Miscellaneous Appropriations Act, 2001 (as
enacted into law by section 1(a)(4) of Public
Law 106–554; 114 Stat. 2763A–242) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘in equal parts through a
reduction loan of $50,000,000’’ and inserting
‘‘through any combination of a reduction
loan of up to $100,000,000’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and $50,000,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘and up to $50,000,000’’.

SA 2462. Mr. REID (for Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER (for himself and Mr. SPECTER))
proposed an amendment to the bill S.
1088, to amend title 38, United States
Code, to facilitate the use of edu-
cational assistance under the Mont-
gomery GI Bill for education leading to
employment in high technology indus-
try, and for other purposes; as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause, and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Veterans’ Benefits Improvement Act of
2001’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. References to title 38, United States

Code.

TITLE I—EDUCATION MATTERS

Sec. 101. Increase in rates of basic educational
assistance under Montgomery GI
Bill.

Sec. 102. Authority for accelerated payments of
basic educational assistance
under Montgomery GI Bill.

Sec. 103. Accelerated payments of educational
assistance under Montgomery GI
Bill for education leading to em-
ployment in high technology in-
dustry.

Sec. 104. Eligibility for Montgomery GI Bill ben-
efits of certain additional Viet-
nam era veterans.

Sec. 105. Treatment of educational allowances
paid to persons called to active
duty for the national emergency
of September 11, 2001.

Sec. 106. Increase in rates of survivors’ and de-
pendents’ educational assistance.

Sec. 107. Eligibility for survivors’ and depend-
ents’ educational assistance of
spouses and surviving spouses of
veterans with total service-con-
nected disabilities.

Sec. 108. Inclusion of certain private technology
entities in definition of edu-
cational institution.

TITLE II—COMPENSATION AND PENSION
MATTERS

Sec. 201. Modification and extension of authori-
ties on presumption of service-
connection for herbicide-related
disabilities of Vietnam era vet-
erans.

Sec. 202. Compensation for disabilities of Per-
sian Gulf War veterans.

Sec. 203. Expansion of presumptions of perma-
nent and total disability for vet-
erans applying for nonservice-
connected pension.

Sec. 204. Exclusion of certain additional income
from determinations of annual in-
come for pension purposes.

Sec. 205. Time limitation on receipt of claim in-
formation pursuant to request by
Department of Veterans Affairs.

Sec. 206. Effective date of change in recurring
income for pension purposes.

Sec. 207. Prohibition on provision of certain
benefits with respect to veterans
who are fugitive felons.

Sec. 208. Limitation on payment of compensa-
tion for veterans remaining incar-
cerated for felonies committed be-
fore October 7, 1980.

Sec. 209. Repeal of limitation on payments of
benefits to incompetent institu-
tionalized veterans.

Sec. 210. Extension of limitation on pension for
certain recipients of medicaid-cov-
ered nursing home care.

TITLE III—HOUSING MATTERS

Sec. 301. Increase in home loan guaranty
amount for construction and pur-
chase of homes.

Sec. 302. Four-year extension of Native Amer-
ican Veterans Housing Loan Pro-
gram.

Sec. 303. Extension of other expiring authori-
ties.

TITLE IV—BURIAL MATTERS

Sec. 401. Increase in burial and funeral expense
benefit for veterans who die of
service-connected disabilities.

Sec. 402. Authority to provide bronze grave
markers for privately marked
graves.
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TITLE V—OTHER BENEFITS MATTERS

Sec. 501. Repeal of fiscal year limitation on
number of veterans in programs of
independent living services and
assistance.

TITLE VI—UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS

Sec. 601. Temporary expansion of United States
Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims to facilitate staggered
terms of judges.

Sec. 602. Repeal of requirement for written no-
tice regarding acceptance of re-
appointment as condition to re-
tirement from United States Court
of Appeals for Veterans Claims.

Sec. 603. Termination of notice of disagreement
as jurisdictional requirement for
United States Court of Appeals
for Veterans Claims.

Sec. 604. Registration fees.
Sec. 605. Administrative authorities.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES TO TITLE 38, UNITED

STATES CODE.
Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-

ever in this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of title 38, United States Code.

TITLE I—EDUCATION MATTERS
SEC. 101. INCREASE IN RATES OF BASIC EDU-

CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER
MONTGOMERY GI BILL.

(a) ACTIVE DUTY EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE.—
Section 3015 is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘$650 (as
increased from time to time under subsection
(h))’’ and inserting ‘‘$700, for months beginning
after September 30, 2001, but before September
30, 2002, $800 for months beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 2002, but before September 30, 2003,
and $950 for months beginning after September
30, 2003, but before September 30, 2004, and as
increased from time to time under subsection (h)
after September 30, 2004,’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘$528 (as
increased from time to time under subsection
(h))’’ and inserting ‘‘$569, for months beginning
after September 30, 2001, but before September
30, 2002, $650 for months beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 2002, but before September 30, 2003,
and $772 for months beginning after September
30, 2003, but before September 30, 2004, and as
increased from time to time under subsection (h)
after September 30, 2004,’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1,
2001, and shall apply with respect to edu-
cational assistance allowances paid under chap-
ter 30 of title 38, United States Code, for months
after September 2001. However, no adjustment
shall be made under section 3015(h) of title 38,
United States Code, for fiscal year 2002, 2003, or
2004.
SEC. 102. AUTHORITY FOR ACCELERATED PAY-

MENTS OF BASIC EDUCATIONAL AS-
SISTANCE UNDER MONTGOMERY GI
BILL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3014 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c)(1)(A) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this chapter and subject to subparagraph
(B), an individual entitled to basic educational
assistance under this subchapter may elect to
receive an accelerated payment of the basic edu-
cational assistance allowance.

‘‘(B) The Secretary may not make an acceler-
ated payment under this subsection for a course
to an individual who has received an advance
payment under section 3014A or 3680(d) of this
title for the same enrollment period.

‘‘(2)(A) Pursuant to an election under para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall make an acceler-
ated payment to an individual for a course in a
lump-sum amount equal to the lesser of—

‘‘(i) the amount of the educational assistance
allowance for the month, or fraction thereof, in

which the course begins plus the educational as-
sistance allowance for each of the succeeding
four months; or

‘‘(ii)(I) in the case of a course offered on a
quarter, semester, or term basis, the amount of
aggregate monthly educational assistance allow-
ance otherwise payable under this subchapter
for the course for the entire quarter, semester, or
term; or

‘‘(II) in the case of a course that is not offered
on a quarter, semester, or term basis, the
amount of aggregate monthly educational as-
sistance allowance otherwise payable under this
subchapter for the entire course.

‘‘(B) In the case of an adjustment under sec-
tion 3015(h) of this title in the monthly rate of
basic educational assistance that occurs during
a period for which an accelerated payment is
made under this subsection, the Secretary shall
pay—

‘‘(i) on an accelerated basis the amount of the
allowance otherwise payable under this sub-
chapter for the period without regard to the ad-
justment under that section; and

‘‘(ii) on the date of the adjustment any addi-
tional amount of the allowance that is payable
for the period as a result of the adjustment.

‘‘(3) For each accelerated payment made to an
individual under this subsection, the individ-
ual’s entitlement under this subchapter shall be
charged at the same rate at which the entitle-
ment would be charged if the individual had re-
ceived a monthly educational assistance allow-
ance for the period of educational pursuit cov-
ered by the accelerated payment.

‘‘(4) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations
to carry out this subsection. The regulations
shall include the requirements, conditions, and
methods for the request, issuance, delivery, cer-
tification of receipt and use, and recovery of
overpayment of an accelerated payment under
this subsection.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the date
that is six months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and shall apply with respect to
courses of education beginning on or after that
date.
SEC. 103. ACCELERATED PAYMENTS OF EDU-

CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER
MONTGOMERY GI BILL FOR EDU-
CATION LEADING TO EMPLOYMENT
IN HIGH TECHNOLOGY INDUSTRY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 30 is amended
by inserting after section 3014 the following new
section:
‘‘§ 3014A. Accelerated payment of basic edu-

cational assistance for education leading to
employment in high technology industry
‘‘(a) An individual described in subsection (b)

who is entitled to basic educational assistance
under this subchapter may elect to receive an
accelerated payment of the basic educational as-
sistance allowance otherwise payable to the in-
dividual under section 3015 of this title.

‘‘(b) An individual described in this subsection
is an individual who is—

‘‘(1) enrolled in an approved program of edu-
cation that leads to employment in a high tech-
nology industry (as determined pursuant to reg-
ulations prescribed by the Secretary); and

‘‘(2) charged tuition and fees for the program
of education that, when divided by the number
of months (and fractions thereof) in the enroll-
ment period, exceeds the amount equal to 200
percent of the monthly rate of basic educational
assistance allowance otherwise payable to the
individual under section 3015 of this title.

‘‘(c)(1) The amount of the accelerated pay-
ment of basic educational assistance made to an
individual making an election under subsection
(a) for a program of education shall be the lesser
of—

‘‘(A) the amount equal to 60 percent of the es-
tablished charges for the program of education;
or

‘‘(B) the aggregate amount of basic edu-
cational assistance to which the individual re-

mains entitled under this chapter at the time of
the payment.

‘‘(2) In this subsection, the term ‘established
charges’, in the case of a program of education,
means the actual charges (as determined pursu-
ant to regulations prescribed by the Secretary)
for tuition and fees which similarly
circumstanced nonveterans enrolled in the pro-
gram of education would be required to pay. Es-
tablished charges shall be determined on the fol-
lowing basis:

‘‘(A) In the case of an individual enrolled in
a program of education offered on a term, quar-
ter, or semester basis, the tuition and fees
charged the individual for the term, quarter, or
semester.

‘‘(B) In the case of an individual enrolled in
a program of education not offered on a term,
quarter, or semester basis, the tuition and fees
charged the individual for the entire program of
education.

‘‘(3) The educational institution providing the
program of education for which an accelerated
payment of basic educational assistance allow-
ance is elected by an individual under sub-
section (a) shall certify to the Secretary the
amount of the established charges for the pro-
gram of education.

‘‘(d) An accelerated payment of basic edu-
cational assistance made to an individual under
this section for a program of education shall be
made not later than the last day of the month
immediately following the month in which the
Secretary receives a certification from the edu-
cational institution regarding—

‘‘(1) the individual’s enrollment in and pur-
suit of the program of education; and

‘‘(2) the amount of the established charges for
the program of education.

‘‘(e)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
for each accelerated payment of basic edu-
cational assistance made to an individual under
this section, the individual’s entitlement to basic
educational assistance under this chapter shall
be charged the number of months (and any frac-
tion thereof) determined by dividing the amount
of the accelerated payment by the full-time
monthly rate of basic educational assistance al-
lowance otherwise payable to the individual
under section 3015 of this title as of the begin-
ning date of the enrollment period for the pro-
gram of education for which the accelerated
payment is made.

‘‘(2) If the monthly rate of basic educational
assistance allowance otherwise payable to an
individual under section 3015 of this title in-
creases during the enrollment period of a pro-
gram of education for which an accelerated
payment of basic educational assistance is made
under this section, the charge to the individ-
ual’s entitlement to basic educational assistance
under this chapter shall be determined by pro-
rating the entitlement chargeable, in the matter
provided for under paragraph (1), for the peri-
ods covered by the initial rate and increased
rate, respectively, in accordance with regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary.

‘‘(f) The Secretary may not make an acceler-
ated payment under this section for a program
of education to an individual who has received
an advance payment under section 3014(c) or
3680(d) of this title for the same enrollment pe-
riod.

‘‘(g) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations
to carry out this section. The regulations shall
include requirements, conditions, and methods
for the request, issuance, delivery, certification
of receipt and use, and recovery of overpayment
of an accelerated payment under this section.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
that chapter is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 3014 the following new
item:

‘‘3014A. Accelerated payment of basic edu-
cational assistance for education
leading to employment in high
technology industry.’’.
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(b) RESTATEMENT AND ENHANCEMENT OF CER-

TAIN ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES.—Subsection
(g) of section 3680 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(g)(1) The Secretary may, pursuant to regu-
lations which the Secretary shall prescribe, de-
termine and define with respect to an eligible
veteran and eligible person the following:

‘‘(A) Enrollment in a course or a program of
education or training.

‘‘(B) Pursuit of a course or program of edu-
cation or training.

‘‘(C) Attendance at a course or program of
education and training.

‘‘(2) The Secretary may withhold payment of
benefits to an eligible veteran or eligible person
until the Secretary receives such proof as the
Secretary may require of enrollment in and sat-
isfactory pursuit of a program of education by
the eligible veteran or eligible person. The Sec-
retary shall adjust the payment withheld, when
necessary, on the basis of the proof the Sec-
retary receives.

‘‘(3) In the case of an individual other than
an individual described in paragraph (4), the
Secretary may accept the individual’s monthly
certification of enrollment in and satisfactory
pursuit of a program of education as sufficient
proof of the certified matters.

‘‘(4) In the case of an individual who has re-
ceived an accelerated payment of basic edu-
cational assistance under section 3014A of this
title during an enrollment period for a program
of education, the Secretary may accept the indi-
vidual’s certification of enrollment in and satis-
factory pursuit of the program of education as
sufficient proof of the certified matters if the
certification is submitted after the enrollment
period has ended.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect eight months
after the date of the enactment of this Act, and
shall apply with respect to enrollments in
courses or programs of education or training be-
ginning on or after that date.
SEC. 104. ELIGIBILITY FOR MONTGOMERY GI BILL

BENEFITS OF CERTAIN ADDITIONAL
VIETNAM ERA VETERANS.

(a) ACTIVE DUTY PROGRAM.—Section
3011(a)(1) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(C) as of December 31, 1989, is eligible for
educational assistance benefits under chapter 34
of this title and—

‘‘(i) was not on active duty on October 19,
1984;

‘‘(ii) reenlists or reenters on a period of active
duty after the date specified in clause (i); and

‘‘(iii) after July 1, 1985, either—
‘‘(I) serves at least three years of continuous

active duty in the Armed Forces; or
‘‘(II) is discharged or released from active

duty (aa) for a service-connected disability, for
a medical condition which preexisted such serv-
ice on active duty and which the Secretary de-
termines is not service connected, for hardship,
or for a physical or mental condition that was
not characterized as a disability, as described in
subparagraph (A)(ii)(I) of this paragraph, (bb)
for the convenience of the Government, if the
individual completed not less than 30 months of
continuous active duty after that date, or (cc)
involuntarily for the convenience of the Govern-
ment as a result of a reduction in force, as de-
termined by the Secretary of the military depart-
ment concerned in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense or by the
Secretary of Transportation with respect to the
Coast Guard when it is not operating as a serv-
ice in the Navy;’’.

(b) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.—Section
3012(a)(1) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(C) as of December 31, 1989, is eligible for
educational assistance under chapter 34 of this
title and—

‘‘(i) was not on active duty on October 19,
1984;

‘‘(ii) reenlists or reenters on a period of active
duty after the date specified in clause (i); and

‘‘(iii) after July 1, 1985—
‘‘(I) serves at least two years of continuous

active duty in the Armed Forces, subject to sub-
section (b) of this section, characterized by the
Secretary concerned as honorable service; and

‘‘(II) subject to subsection (b) of this section
and beginning within one year after completion
of such two years of service, serves at least four
continuous years in the Selected Reserve during
which the individual participates satisfactorily
in training as prescribed by the Secretary con-
cerned;’’.

(c) TIME FOR USE OF ENTITLEMENT.—Section
3031 is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph

(1);
(B) by striking the period at the end of para-

graph (2) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following new

paragraph:
‘‘(3) in the case of an individual who becomes

entitled to such assistance under section
3011(a)(1)(C) or 3012(a)(1)(C) of this title, on the
date of the enactment of this paragraph.’’; and

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘section
3011(a)(1)(B) or 3012(a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 3011(a)(1)(B), 3011(a)(1)(C),
3012(a)(1)(B), or 3012(a)(1)(C)’’.
SEC. 105. TREATMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ALLOW-

ANCES PAID TO PERSONS CALLED
TO ACTIVE DUTY FOR THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2001.

(a) MONTGOMERY GI BILL.—Section 3013(f)(2)
is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘, or in
support of or response to the National Emer-
gency declared by the Presidential Proclamation
dated September 14, 2001,’’ after ‘‘Persian Gulf
War’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘or
Presidential Proclamation’’ after ‘‘such War’’.

(b) VEAP.—Section 3231(a)(5) is amended—
(1) in subparagraph (B)(i), by inserting ‘‘, or

in support of or response to the National Emer-
gency declared by the Presidential Proclamation
dated September 14, 2001,’’ after ‘‘Persian Gulf
War’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by inserting ‘‘or
Presidential Proclamation’’ after ‘‘such War’’.

(c) SURVIVORS’ AND DEPENDENTS’ EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 3511(a)(2)(B)(i)
is amended by inserting ‘‘, or in support of or
response to the National Emergency declared by
the Presidential Proclamation dated September
14, 2001,’’ after ‘‘Persian Gulf War’’.
SEC. 106. INCREASE IN RATES OF SURVIVORS’

AND DEPENDENTS’ EDUCATIONAL
ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3532(a)(1) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$588’’ and inserting ‘‘$690’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘$441’’ and inserting ‘‘$517’’;

and
(3) by striking ‘‘$294’’ and inserting ‘‘$345’’.
(b) TRAINING IN BUSINESS OR INDUSTRY.—Sec-

tion 3532(b) is amended by striking ‘‘$588’’ and
inserting ‘‘$690’’.

(c) CORRESPONDENCE COURSES.—Section
3534(b) is amended by striking ‘‘$588’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$690’’.

(d) SPECIAL RESTORATIVE TRAINING.—Section
3542 is amended by striking ‘‘$588’’ and inserting
‘‘$690’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect on October 1,
2001, and shall apply with respect to edu-

cational assistance allowances payable under
chapter 35 of title 38, United States Code, for
months beginning on or after that date. No ad-
justment in amounts of educational assistance
shall be made under section 3564 of title 38,
United States Code, for fiscal year 2002.
SEC. 107. ELIGIBILITY FOR SURVIVORS’ AND DE-

PENDENTS’ EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE OF SPOUSES AND SURVIVING
SPOUSES OF VETERANS WITH TOTAL
SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITIES.

(a) DESIGNATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—Section
3501(a)(1)(D) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘(D)’’; and
(2) by inserting ‘‘(ii)’’ after ‘‘or’’.
(b) RESTATEMENT AND EXPANSION OF TREAT-

MENT OF USE OF ELIGIBILITY.—(1) Section 3511
is amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(c) Any entitlement used by an eligible per-
son as a result of eligibility under section
3501(a)(1)(A)(iii), 3501(a)(1)(C), or
3501(a)(1)(D)(i) of this title shall be deducted
from any entitlement to which such person may
subsequently be entitled under this chapter.’’.

(2) Section 3512 is amended by striking sub-
section (g).

(c) DELIMITING PERIOD.—(1) Section 3512(b) is
amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following new paragraph (1):

‘‘(1)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), a person made eligible by subparagraph (B)
or (D) of section 3501(a)(1) of this title may be
afforded educational assistance under this
chapter during the 10-year period beginning on
the date (as determined by the Secretary) the
person becomes an eligible person within the
meaning of section 3501(a)(1)(B),
3501(a)(1)(D)(i), or 3501(a)(1)(D)(ii) of this title.
In the case of a surviving spouse made eligible
by clause (ii) of section 3501(a)(1)(D) of this
title, the 10-year period may not be reduced by
any earlier period during which the person was
afforded educational assistance under this
chapter as a spouse made eligible by clause (i) of
that section.

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), an
eligible person referred to in that subparagraph
may, subject to the Secretary’s approval, elect a
later beginning date for the 10-year period than
would otherwise be applicable to the person
under that subparagraph. The beginning date
so elected may be any date between the begin-
ning date determined for the person under sub-
paragraph (A) and whichever of the following
dates applies:

‘‘(i) The date on which the Secretary notifies
the veteran from whom eligibility is derived that
the veteran has a service-connected total dis-
ability permanent in nature.

‘‘(ii) The date on which the Secretary deter-
mines that the veteran from whom eligibility is
derived died of a service-connected disability.’’;
and

(B) by striking paragraph (3).
(2) The amendments made by paragraph (1)

shall apply with respect to any determination
(whether administrative or judicial) of the eligi-
bility of a spouse or surviving spouse for edu-
cational assistance under chapter 35 of title 38,
United States Code, made on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act, whether pursuant to
an original claim for such assistance or pursu-
ant to a reapplication or attempt to reopen or
readjudicate a claim for such assistance.
SEC. 108. INCLUSION OF CERTAIN PRIVATE TECH-

NOLOGY ENTITIES IN DEFINITION
OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 3452(c) and
3501(a)(6) are each amended by adding at the
end the following new sentence: ‘‘Such term also
includes any private entity (that meets such re-
quirements as the Secretary may establish) that
offers, either directly or under an agreement
with another entity (that meets such require-
ments), a course or courses to fulfill require-
ments for the attainment of a license or certifi-
cate generally recognized as necessary to obtain,
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maintain, or advance in employment in a pro-
fession or vocation in a high technology occupa-
tion (as determined by the Secretary).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply to enrollments in
courses occurring on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.
TITLE II—COMPENSATION AND PENSION

MATTERS
SEC. 201. MODIFICATION AND EXTENSION OF AU-

THORITIES ON PRESUMPTION OF
SERVICE-CONNECTION FOR HERBI-
CIDE-RELATED DISABILITIES OF
VIETNAM ERA VETERANS.

(a) REPEAL OF 30-YEAR LIMITATION ON MANI-
FESTATION OF RESPIRATORY CANCERS.—Sub-
section (a)(2)(F) of section 1116 is amended by
striking ‘‘within 30 years’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘May 7, 1975’’.

(b) PRESUMPTION OF EXPOSURE TO HERBICIDE
AGENTS IN VIETNAM DURING VIETNAM ERA.—(1)
Section 1116 is further amended—

(A) by transferring paragraph (3) of sub-
section (a) to the end of the section and redesig-
nating such paragraph, as so transferred, as
subsection (f);

(B) in subsection (a), by redesignating para-
graph (4) as paragraph (3); and

(C) in subsection (f), as transferred and redes-
ignated by subparagraph (B) of this
paragraph—

(i) by striking ‘‘For the purposes of this sub-
section, a veteran’’ and inserting ‘‘For purposes
of establishing service connection for a dis-
ability or death resulting from exposure to a
herbicide agent, including a presumption of
service-connection under this section, a vet-
eran’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘and has a disease referred to
in paragraph (1)(B) of this subsection’’.

(2)(A) The section heading of that section is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘§ 1116. Presumptions of service connection

for diseases associated with exposure to cer-
tain herbicide agents; presumption of expo-
sure’’.
(B) The table of section at the beginning of

chapter 11 is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 1116 and inserting the following
new item:
‘‘1116. Presumptions of service connection for

diseases associated with exposure
to certain herbicide agents; pre-
sumption of exposure.’’.

(c) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO PRESUME
SERVICE-CONNECTION FOR ADDITIONAL DIS-
EASES.—(1) Subsection (e) of section 1116 is
amended by striking ‘‘10 years’’ and inserting
‘‘20 years’’.

(2) Section 3(i) of the Agent Orange Act of
1991 (38 U.S.C. 1116 note) is amended by striking
‘‘10 years’’ and inserting ‘‘20 years’’.
SEC. 202. COMPENSATION FOR DISABILITIES OF

PERSIAN GULF WAR VETERANS.
(a) PRESUMPTIVE PERIOD FOR UNDIAGNOSED

ILLNESSES.—Section 1117 is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘within

the presumptive period prescribed under sub-
section (b)’’ and inserting ‘‘before December 31,
2011, or such later date as the Secretary may
prescribe by regulation’’;

(2) by striking subsection (b); and
(3) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), (e),

and (f) as subsections (b), (c), (d), and (e), re-
spectively.

(b) ILLNESSES THAT CANNOT BE CLEARLY DE-
FINED.—Subsection (a) of that section is further
amended by inserting ‘‘or any poorly defined
chronic multisymptom illness of unknown eti-
ology, regardless of diagnosis, characterized by
two or more of the signs or symptoms listed in
subsection (f)’’ after ‘‘illnesses)’’.

(c) SIGNS OR SYMPTOMS THAT MAY INDICATE
UNDIAGNOSED ILLNESSES.—That section is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(f) For purposes of this section, signs or
symptoms that may be a manifestation of an
undiagnosed illness include the following:

‘‘(1) Fatigue.
‘‘(2) Unexplained rashes or other dermato-

logical signs or symptoms.
‘‘(3) Headache.
‘‘(4) Muscle pain.
‘‘(5) Joint pain.
‘‘(6) Neurologic signs or symptoms.
‘‘(7) Neuropsychological signs or symptoms.
‘‘(8) Signs or symptoms involving the res-

piratory system (upper or lower).
‘‘(9) Sleep disturbances.
‘‘(10) Gastrointestinal signs or symptoms.
‘‘(11) Cardiovascular signs or symptoms.
‘‘(12) Abnormal weight loss.
‘‘(13) Menstrual disorders.’’.
(d) PRESUMPTION OF SERVICE CONNECTION

PROGRAM.—Section 1118(a) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) For purposes of this section, signs or
symptoms that may be a manifestation of an
undiagnosed illness include the signs and symp-
toms listed in section 1117(f) of this title.’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect on April 1, 2002.
SEC. 203. EXPANSION OF PRESUMPTIONS OF PER-

MANENT AND TOTAL DISABILITY
FOR VETERANS APPLYING FOR NON-
SERVICE-CONNECTED PENSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1502(a) is amended
by striking ‘‘such a person’’ and all that follows
through the end of the subsection and inserting
the following: ‘‘such a person—

‘‘(1) is a patient in a nursing home for long-
term care because of disability;

‘‘(2) has been determined by the Social Secu-
rity Administration to be disabled for purposes
of any benefits administered by the Administra-
tion and the Administration, based on evidence
available to the Administration, does not expect
such person’s condition to improve;

‘‘(3) is at least 65 years old and, based on evi-
dence available to the Secretary, has no current,
recurring income from employment;

‘‘(4) is unemployable as a result of disability
reasonably certain to continue throughout the
life of the disabled person; or

‘‘(5) is suffering from—
‘‘(A) any disability which is sufficient to

render it impossible for the average person to
follow a substantially gainful occupation, but
only if it is reasonably certain that such dis-
ability will continue throughout the life of the
disabled person; or

‘‘(B) any disease or disorder determined by
the Secretary to be of such a nature or extent as
to justify a determination that persons suffering
therefrom are permanently and totally dis-
abled.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on September
10, 2001.
SEC. 204. EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN ADDITIONAL

INCOME FROM DETERMINATIONS OF
ANNUAL INCOME FOR PENSION PUR-
POSES.

(a) LIFE INSURANCE PROCEEDS.—Subsection
(a) of section 1503 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking the period at
the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph (11):

‘‘(11) proceeds (in an amount equal to or less
than the amount prescribed by the Secretary for
purposes of this paragraph, subject to sub-
section (c)) of any life insurance policy of a vet-
eran; and’’.

(b) OTHER NON-RECURRING INCOME.—That
subsection is further amended by inserting after
paragraph (11), as added by subsection (a)(3) of
this section, the following new paragraph (12):

‘‘(12) any other non-recurring income (in an
amount equal to or less than the amount pre-
scribed by the Secretary for purposes of this
paragraph, subject to subsection (c)) from any
source.’’.

(c) EXCLUDABLE AMOUNTS OF LIFE INSURANCE
PROCEEDS AND OTHER NON-RECURRING IN-

COME.—That section is further amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) In prescribing amounts for purposes of
paragraph (11) or (12) of subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall take into consideration the amount
of income from insurance proceeds or other non-
recurring income, as the case may be, that is
reasonable for individuals eligible for pension to
consume for their maintenance.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect on January 1,
2002, and shall apply with respect to determina-
tions of annual income under section 1503 of
title 38, United States Code, as so amended, on
or after that date.
SEC. 205. TIME LIMITATION ON RECEIPT OF

CLAIM INFORMATION PURSUANT TO
REQUEST BY DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5102 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) TIME LIMITATION.—(1) If information
that a claimant and the claimant’s representa-
tive, if any, are notified under subsection (b) is
necessary to complete an application is not re-
ceived by the Secretary within one year from the
date of such notification, no benefit may be paid
or furnished by reason of the claimant’s appli-
cation.

‘‘(2) This subsection shall not apply to any
application or claim for Government life insur-
ance benefits.’’.

(b) REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED PROVISIONS.—Sec-
tion 5103 is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) REQUIRED INFORMATION
AND EVIDENCE.—’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (b).
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made

by this section shall take effect as if enacted on
November 9, 2000, immediately after the enact-
ment of the Veterans Claims Assistance Act of
2000 (Public Law 106–475; 114 Stat. 2096).
SEC. 206. EFFECTIVE DATE OF CHANGE IN RECUR-

RING INCOME FOR PENSION PUR-
POSES.

Section 5112(b)(4) is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting the following new
subparagraph (A):

‘‘(A) change in recurring income will be the
last day of the calendar year in which the
change occurred (with the pension rate for the
following calendar year based on all anticipated
countable income); and’’.
SEC. 207. PROHIBITION ON PROVISION OF CER-

TAIN BENEFITS WITH RESPECT TO
VETERANS WHO ARE FUGITIVE FEL-
ONS.

(a) PROHIBITION.—(1) Chapter 53 is amended
by inserting after section 5313A the following
new section:

‘‘§ 5313B. Prohibition on providing certain
benefits with respect to veterans who are fu-
gitive felons
‘‘(a) A veteran described in subsection (b), or

dependent of the veteran, who is otherwise eligi-
ble for a benefit described in subsection (c) may
not be paid or otherwise provided such benefit
during any period in which the veteran is a fu-
gitive as described in subsection (b).

‘‘(b)(1) A veteran described in this subsection
is a veteran who is a fugitive by reason of—

‘‘(A) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or custody
or confinement after conviction, for an offense,
or an attempt to commit an offense, which is a
felony under the laws of the place from which
the veteran flees; or

‘‘(B) violating a condition of probation or pa-
role imposed under Federal or State law.

‘‘(2) For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘felony’ includes a high misdemeanor under the
laws of a State which characterizes as high mis-
demeanors offenses that would be felony of-
fenses under Federal law.

‘‘(c) A benefit described in this subsection is
any benefit under the following:

‘‘(1) Chapter 11 of this title.
‘‘(2) Chapter 13 of this title.
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‘‘(3) Chapter 15 of this title.
‘‘(4) Chapter 17 of this title.
‘‘(5) Chapter 19 of this title.
‘‘(6) Chapters 30, 31, 32, 34, and 35 of this title.
‘‘(7) Chapter 37 of this title.
‘‘(d)(1) The Secretary shall furnish to any

Federal, State, or local law enforcement official,
upon the written request of such official, the
most current address maintained by the Sec-
retary of a veteran who is eligible for a benefit
described in subsection (c) if such official—

‘‘(A) provides the Secretary such information
as the Secretary may require to fully identify
the veteran;

‘‘(B) identifies the veteran as being a fugitive
described in subsection (b); and

‘‘(C) certifies to the Secretary that the loca-
tion and apprehension of the veteran is within
the official duties of such official.

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall enter into memo-
randa of understanding with Federal law en-
forcement agencies, and may enter into agree-
ments with State and local law enforcement
agencies, for purposes of furnishing information
to such agencies under paragraph (1).’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
that chapter is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 5313A the following new
item:
‘‘5313B. Prohibition on providing certain bene-

fits with respect to veterans who
are fugitive felons.’’.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON ENTRY INTO MEMO-
RANDA OF UNDERSTANDING AND AGREEMENTS.—
It is the sense of Congress that the memoranda
of understanding and agreements referred to in
section 5313B(d)(2) of title 38, United States
Code (as added by subsection (a)), should be en-
tered into as soon as practicable after the date
of the enactment of this Act, but not later than
six months after that date.
SEC. 208. LIMITATION ON PAYMENT OF COM-

PENSATION FOR VETERANS REMAIN-
ING INCARCERATED FOR FELONIES
COMMITTED BEFORE OCTOBER 7,
1980.

(a) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the payment of compensation
to or with respect to a veteran described in sub-
section (b) shall, for the remainder of the period
of incarceration of the veteran described in that
subsection, be subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 5313 of title 38, United States Code, other
than subsection (d) of that section.

(b) COVERED VETERANS.—A veteran described
in this subsection is any veteran entitled to com-
pensation who—

(1) was incarcerated on October 7, 1980, for a
felony committed before that date; and

(2) remains incarcerated for conviction of that
felony after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall take
effect 90 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, and shall apply with respect to the
payment of compensation for months beginning
on or after that date.

(d) COMPENSATION DEFINED.—For purposes of
this section, the term ‘‘compensation’’ shall
have the meaning given that term in section 5313
of title 38, United States Code.
SEC. 209. REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS

OF BENEFITS TO INCOMPETENT IN-
STITUTIONALIZED VETERANS.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 5503 is amended—
(1) by striking subsections (b) and (c); and
(2) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), and

(f) as subsections (b), (c), and (d), respectively.
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section

1114(r) is amended by striking ‘‘section 5503(e)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 5503(c)’’.

(2) Section 5112 is amended by striking sub-
section (c).
SEC. 210. EXTENSION OF LIMITATION ON PEN-

SION FOR CERTAIN RECIPIENTS OF
MEDICAID-COVERED NURSING HOME
CARE.

Paragraph (7) of subsection (d) of section
5503, as redesignated by section 209(a)(2) of this

Act, is amended by striking ‘‘September 30,
2008’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2011’’.

TITLE III—HOUSING MATTERS
SEC. 301. INCREASE IN HOME LOAN GUARANTY

AMOUNT FOR CONSTRUCTION AND
PURCHASE OF HOMES.

Section 3703(a)(1) is amended by striking
‘‘$50,750’’ each place it appears in subpara-
graphs (A)(i)(IV) and (B) and inserting
‘‘$63,175’’.
SEC. 302. FOUR-YEAR EXTENSION OF NATIVE

AMERICAN VETERANS HOUSING
LOAN PROGRAM.

(a) EXTENSION OF PILOT PROGRAM.—Section
3761(c) is amended by striking ‘‘December 31,
2001’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2005’’.

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Section 3762(j) is
amended by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting
‘‘2006’’.
SEC. 303. EXTENSION OF OTHER EXPIRING AU-

THORITIES.
(a) HOUSING LOANS FOR MEMBERS OF THE SE-

LECTED RESERVE.—Section 3702(a)(2)(E) is
amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 2007’’ and
inserting ‘‘September 30, 2011’’.

(b) ENHANCED LOAN ASSET SALE AUTHORITY.—
Section 3720(h)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31,
2011’’.

(c) HOME LOAN FEE AUTHORITIES.—The table
in section 3729(b)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘Oc-
tober 1, 2008’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘October 1, 2011’’.

(d) PROCEDURES APPLICABLE TO LIQUIDATION
SALES ON DEFAULTED HOME LOANS GUARANTEED
BY THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS.—
Section 3732(c)(11) is amended by striking ‘‘Oc-
tober 1, 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2011’’.

TITLE IV—BURIAL MATTERS
SEC. 401. INCREASE IN BURIAL AND FUNERAL EX-

PENSE BENEFIT FOR VETERANS
WHO DIE OF SERVICE-CONNECTED
DISABILITIES.

(a) BURIAL AND FUNERAL EXPENSES.—Section
2307(1) is amended by striking ‘‘$1,500’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$2,000’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to deaths occur-
ring on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 402. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE BRONZE

GRAVE MARKERS FOR PRIVATELY
MARKED GRAVES.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Section 2306 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(f) In the case of the grave of an individual
described in subsection (a) that has been marked
by a privately-furnished headstone or marker,
the Secretary may furnish, when requested, a
bronze marker to commemorate the individual’s
military service. The bronze marker may be
placed at the gravesite or at another location
designated by the cemetery concerned as a loca-
tion for the commemoration of the individual’s
military service.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (f) of section
2306 of title 38, United States Code, as added by
subsection (a) of this section, shall apply with
respect to deaths as follows:

(1) Any death occurring on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

(2) Any death occurring before that date, but
after on or after November 1, 1990, if request is
made to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs with
respect to such death under such subsection (f)
not later than four years after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(c) STYLISTIC AMENDMENT.—Subsection (c) of
section 2306 is amended by striking ‘‘of this sec-
tion’’.

TITLE V—OTHER BENEFITS MATTERS
SEC. 501. REPEAL OF FISCAL YEAR LIMITATION

ON NUMBER OF VETERANS IN PRO-
GRAMS OF INDEPENDENT LIVING
SERVICES AND ASSISTANCE.

(a) REPEAL OF LIMITATION.—Section 3120(e) is
amended by striking ‘‘Programs’’ and all that

follows through ‘‘such programs’’ and inserting
‘‘First priority in the provision of programs of
independent living services and assistance
under this section’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on September
30, 2001.

TITLE VI—UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS

SEC. 601. TEMPORARY EXPANSION OF UNITED
STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR
VETERANS CLAIMS TO FACILITATE
STAGGERED TERMS OF JUDGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Section 7253 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(h) TEMPORARY EXPANSION OF COURT.—(1)
Notwithstanding subsection (a) and subject to
the provisions of this subsection, the authorized
number of judges of the Court from the date of
the enactment of this subsection until August
15, 2005, is nine judges.

‘‘(2) Of the two additional judges authorized
by this subsection—

‘‘(A) only one judge may be appointed pursu-
ant to a nomination made in 2001 or 2002;

‘‘(B) only one judge may be appointed pursu-
ant to a nomination made in 2003; and

‘‘(C) if no judge is appointed pursuant to a
nomination covered by subparagraph (A), a
nomination covered by subparagraph (B), or
neither a nomination covered by subparagraph
(A) nor a nomination covered by subparagraph
(B), the number of judges authorized by this
subsection but not appointed as described in
subparagraph (A), (B), or both, as the case may
be, may be appointed pursuant to a nomination
or nominations made in 2004, but only if such
nomination or nominations, as the case may be,
are made before September 30, 2004.

‘‘(3) The term of office and eligibility for re-
tirement of a judge appointed under this sub-
section, other than a judge described in para-
graph (4), shall be governed by the provisions of
section 1012 of the Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims Amendments of 1999 (title X of Public
Law 106–117; 113 Stat. 1590; 38 U.S.C. 7296 note)
if the judge is one of the first two judges ap-
pointed to the Court after November 30, 1999.

‘‘(4) A judge of the Court as of the date of the
enactment of this subsection who was appointed
before 1991 may accept appointment as a judge
of the Court under this subsection notwith-
standing that the term of office of the judge on
the Court has not yet expired under this sec-
tion.’’.

(2) No appointment may be made under sec-
tion 7253 of title 38, United States Code, as
amended by paragraph (1), if the appointment
would provide for a number of judges in excess
of seven judges (other than judges serving in re-
call status under section 7257 of title 38, United
States Code) who were appointed to the United
States Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims
after January 1, 1997.

(b) STYLISTIC AMENDMENTS.—That section is
further amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘APPOINT-
MENT.—’’ before ‘‘The judges’’;

(2) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘TERM OF
OFFICE.—’’ before ‘‘The terms’’;

(3) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘(f)(1)’’ and
inserting ‘‘(f) REMOVAL.—(1)’’; and

(4) in subsection (g), by inserting ‘‘RULES.—’’
before ‘‘The Court’’.
SEC. 602. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR WRIT-

TEN NOTICE REGARDING ACCEPT-
ANCE OF REAPPOINTMENT AS CON-
DITION TO RETIREMENT FROM
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR VETERANS CLAIMS.

Section 7296(b)(2) is amended by striking the
second sentence.
SEC. 603. TERMINATION OF NOTICE OF DIS-

AGREEMENT AS JURISDICTIONAL
REQUIREMENT FOR UNITED STATES
COURT OF APPEALS FOR VETERANS
CLAIMS.

(a) TERMINATION.—Section 402 of the Vet-
erans’ Judicial Review Act (division A of Public
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Law 100–687; 102 Stat. 4122; 38 U.S.C. 7251 note) 
is repealed. 

(b) ATTORNEY FEES.—Section 403 of the Vet-
erans’ Judicial Review Act (102 Stat. 4122; 38 
U.S.C. 5904 note) is repealed. 

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—The repeal in subsection 
(a) may not be construed to confer upon the 
United States Court of Appeals for Veterans 
Claims jurisdiction over any appeal or other 
matter not within the jurisdiction of the Court 
as provided in section 7266(a) of title 38, United 
States Code. 

(d) APPLICABILITY.—The repeals made by sub-
sections (a) and (b) shall apply to— 

(1) any appeal filed with the United States 
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act; and 

(2) any appeal pending before the Court on 
that date, other than an appeal in which the 
Court has made a final disposition under section 
7267 of title 38, United States Code, even though 
such appeal is not yet final under section 
7291(a) of title 38, United States Code. 
SEC. 604. REGISTRATION FEES. 

(a) REGISTRATION FEES FOR PARTICIPATION IN 
OTHER COURT-SPONSORED ACTIVITIES.—Sub-
section (a) of section 7285 is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(a) The Count of Appeals for Veterans 
Claims may impose registration fees as follows: 

‘‘(1) Periodic registration fees on persons ad-
mitted to practice before the Court, in such fre-
quency and amount (not to exceed $30 per year) 
as the Court may provide. 

‘‘(2) Registration fees on persons (other than 
judges of the Court) participating at judicial 
conferences convened pursuant to section 7286 
of this title, and at other Court-sponsored ac-
tivities.’’. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF REGISTRATION FEES.— 
Subsection (b) of that section is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘employing 
independent counsel’’ and inserting ‘‘con-
ducting investigations and proceedings, includ-
ing the employment of independent counsel,’’; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘administra-
tive costs for the implementation of the stand-
ards of proficiency prescribed for practice before 
the Court’’ and inserting ‘‘the expenses of judi-
cial conferences convened pursuant to section 
7286 of this title, and of other Court-sponsored 
activities covered by paragraph (2) of that sub-
section, and the expenses of other activities and 
programs of the Court intended to support and 
foster communications and relationships be-
tween the Court and persons practicing before 
the Court, or the study, understanding, public 
commemoration, or improvement of veterans law 
or of the work of the Court’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AND CLERICAL AMEND-
MENTS.—(1) The section heading for section 7285 
is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 7285. Registration fees’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 72 is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 7285 and inserting the following 
new item: 
‘‘7285. Registration fees.’’. 
SEC. 605. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter III of chapter 72 
is amended by inserting after section 7286 the 
following new section: 
‘‘§ 7287. Administration 

‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims may 
exercise, for purposes of management, adminis-
tration, and expenditure of funds of the Court, 
the authorities provided for such purposes by 
any provision of law (including any limitation 
with respect to such provision of law) applicable 
to a court of the United States (as that term is 
defined in section 451 of title 28), except to the 
extent that such provision of law is inconsistent 
with a provision of this chapter.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 72 is amended 

by inserting after the item related to section 7286 
the following new item: 
‘‘7287. Administration.’’ 

SA 2463. Mr. REID (for Mr. 
ROCKFELLER) proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 1291, to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to modify and im-
prove authorities relating to education 
benefits, burial benefits, and voca-
tional rehabilitation benefits for vet-
erans to modify certain authorities re-
lating to the United States Court of 
Appeals for Veterans Claims, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

Amend the title so as the read: ‘‘A Bill to 
amend title 38, United State Code, to modify 
and improve authorities relating to edu-
cation benefits, compensation and pension 
benefits, housing benefits, burial benefits, 
and vocational rehabilitation benefits for 
veterans, to modify certain authorities relat-
ing to the United States Court of Appeals for 
Veterans Claims, and for other purposes. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be authorized to meet on Fri-
day, December 7, 2001, at 9:30 a.m., on 
the nomination of Sean O’Keefe to be 
NASA Administrator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my military 
fellow, Steve Tryon, be granted the 
privilege of the floor during the Sen-
ate’s consideration of the Defense Ap-
propriations Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Pat Jones, a 
legislative fellow who serves on my 
staff, be granted floor privileges during 
the deliberation of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Jeff Freeman, 
a Fellow serving in Senator COCHRAN’s 
office, and Stewart Holmes, a staff 
member of Senator COCHRAN, be grant-
ed the privilege of the floor during the 
duration of the consideration of the fis-
cal year 2002 Defense appropriations 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Stephen Kay, 
a legislative fellow in my office, be 
granted floor privileges. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate proceed 

to executive session to consider en bloc 
the following nominations: Calendar 
Nos. 606, 608 to and including 615, and 
all nominations on the Secretary’s 
desk in the Army and Navy; further, 
that the HELP Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
the following nominations: Tammy Dee 
McCutchen, to be Administrator of the 
Wage and Hour Division of the Depart-
ment of Labor, and the list of Public 
Health nominations beginning with 
Ketty Gonzalez and ending with Aman-
da Stoddard. I ask unanimous consent 
that the nominations be confirmed en 
bloc, the motions to reconsider be laid 
on the table en bloc, any statements 
relating to the nominations be printed 
in the RECORD, the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action, 
and the Senate then return to legisla-
tive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Peter B. Teets, of Maryland, to be Under 
Secretary of the Air Force. 

AIR FORCE 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Air Force of the United 
States to the positions and grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C. section 8307: 

To be the judge advocate general of the United 
States Air Force 

Maj. Gen. Thomas J. Fiscus. 

To be major general and to be the deputy judge 
advocate general of the United States Air Force 

Brig. Gen. Jack L. Rives. 

ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Bruce H. Barlow. 
The following named officers for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be major general 

Brigadier General Keith B. Alexander. 
Brigadier General Eldon A. Bargewell. 
Brigadier General David W. Barno. 
Brigadier General John R. Batiste. 
Brigadier General Peter W. Chiarelli. 
Brigadier General Claude V. Christianson. 
Brigadier General Robert T. Dail. 
Brigadier General Paul D. Eaton. 
Brigadier General Karl W. Eikenberry. 
Brigadier General Robert H. Griffin. 
Brigadier General John W. Holly. 
Brigadier General David H. Huntoon, Jr. 
Brigadier General James C. Hylton. 
Brigadier General Gene M. LaCoste. 
Brigadier General Dee A. McWilliams. 
Brigadier General Raymond T. Odierno. 
Brigadier General Virgil L. Packett, II. 
Brigadier General Joseph F. Peterson. 
Brigadier General David H. Petraeus. 
Brigadier General Marilyn A. Quagliotti. 
Brigadier General Michael D. Rochelle. 
Brigadier General Donald J. Ryder. 
Brigadier General Henry W. Stratman. 
Brigadier General Joe G. Taylor, Jr. 
Brigadier General N. Ross Thompson, III. 
Brigadier General James D. Thurman. 
Brigadier General Thomas R. Turner, II. 
Brigadier General Michael A. Vane. 
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Brigadier General William G. Webster, Jr. 

NAVY 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C. section 624: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh) Anthony W. Lengerich. 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh) Richard B. Porterfield. 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Stephen A. Turcotte. 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh) David Architzel. 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be vice Admiral 

Vice Adm. Charles W. Moore, Jr. 
NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 

DESK 
ARMY 

PN1242 Army nominations (655) beginning 
VERN J ABDOO, and ending DOUGLAS K 
ZIMMERMAN, II, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of November 27, 2001 

PN1243 Navy nominations of John B. 
Stockel, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
November 27, 2001 

PN1244 Navy nominations of Philip F. 
Stanley, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
November 27, 2001 

NOMINATIONS DISCHARGED 
DEPARMENT OF LABOR 

Tammy Dee McCutchen, of Illinois, to be 
Administrator of the Wage and Hour Divi-
sion, Department of Labor. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
Public Health Service nominations begin-

ning Ketty M. Gonzalez and ending Amanda 
D. Stoddard, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on September 21, 2001. 

To be medical director 

Ketty M. Gonzalez. 
Gunta I. Obrams. 

To be senior surgeon 

Vito M. Caserta. 
Olga Grajales. 
Mary L. Kamb. 
Dawn L. Wyllie. 

To be surgeon 

Andrew Biauvelt. 
Michael J. Boquard. 
J Russell Bowman. 
Monica E. Parise. 
Lisa G. Rider. 
Abigail M. Shefer. 
Darrell P. Stone. 

To be senior assistant surgeon 

Dahna L. Batts-Osborne. 
Stephen M. Hewitt. 
James F. Lando. 
John T. Ning. 
Alexander K. Rowe. 
Stephen M. Rudd. 
Seymour G. Williams. 

To be senior dental surgeon 

Michael L. Campsmith. 

A. Isabel Garcia. 
To be dental surgeon 

Ronald E. Bajuscak. 
Tania M. Macias. 
Wilnetta A. Sweeting. 
Michael P. Winkler. 

To be senior assistant dental surgeon 

Dawn A. Breeden. 
Katherine T. Cotton. 
Bryan S. Dawson. 
Stanley K. Gordon. 
Maria-Paz U. Smith. 
Valerie D. Wilson. 

To be senior nurse officer 

Robert E. Eaton. 
Mary I. Lambert. 
Susanne R. Rohrer. 
Marjorie Lynn Witman. 

To be nurse officer 

Eileen D. Bonneau. 
Ruth M. Coleman. 
Terri L. Dodds. 
Susan D. Hillis. 
Barbara W. Kilbourne. 
Gwethlyn J. Sabatinos. 
Amanda S. Waugaman. 

To be senior assistant nurse officer 

Thomas C. Arminio. 
Deborah M. Carter. 
Charles D. Duke Jr. 
Keyla E. Gammarano. 
Mary C. Karlson. 
Julie D. King. 
Kimberly M. Mock. 
Lisa S. Penix. 
Laverne Puckett. 
Keysha L. Ross. 
Michael R. Sanchez. 
Jeanne D. Shaffer. 
Steven M. Wacha. 

To be assistant nurse officer 

Benjamin F. Brown Jr. 
Serina A. Hunter. 
Patricia K. Mitchell. 
Todd A. Ridge. 
William Ruiz-Colon. 
Tonia L. Sawyer. 
Thomas R. Stanley. 
Robbie K. Taylor. 

To be engineer officer 

Kevin B. Milne. 
To be senior assistant engineer officer 

Donald C. Antrobus. 
Mark A. Calkins. 
Edward A. Cayous. 
Tracy D. Gilchrist. 
Steven M. McGovern. 
Dale M. Mossefin. 
Jeffrey S. Reynolds. 
Hilda F. Scharen-Guivel. 
Jerry A. Smith. 
Michael A. Stover. 
Darrall F. Tillock. 
Mary M. Weber. 

To be scientist director 

Victor Krauthamer. 
To be senior scientist 

Young H. Lee. 
H. Edward Murray. 

To be scientist 

Kate M. Brett. 
Angela M. Gonzalez. 
O’Neal A. Walker. 

To be senior assistant scientist 

Nelson Adekoya. 
Mehran S. Massoudi. 
Darin J. Weber. 

To be sanitarian 

Matthew E. Taylor. 
Daniel C. Weaver. 

To be assistant therapist 

Corey S. Dahl. 

To be senior health services officer 

Ilze L. Ruditis. 

To be health services officer 

Steven M. Glover. 
Darlene A. Harris. 
Carmencita T. Palma. 
Julia A. Stokes. 

To be senior assistant health services officer 

Sherlene Bailey. 
Kathy L. Balasko. 
Marinna A. Banks. 
Jose H. Belardo. 
Julie Wofford Black. 
Dawn M. Clary. 
Sandra L. Ferguson. 
Kathleen D. Heiden. 
Mary C. Hollister. 
David W. Keene. 
Scott A. Middlekauff. 
Godwin O. Odia. 
Elizabeth A. Pierce. 
Brian E. Richmond. 
Renee S. Roberson. 
Lisa D. Starnes. 
Scott W. Tobias. 
Gilbert E. Varney Jr. 
Kimberly A. Walker. 

To be assistant health services officer 

Parmjeet S. Saini. 
Amanda D. Stoddard. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 

f 

SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT 
COMPANY AMENDMENTS ACT OF 
2001 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Chair lay before the Senate a mes-
sage from the House on S. 1196. 

The Presiding Officer laid before the 
Senate a message from the House as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
1196) entitled ‘‘An Act to amend the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958, and for 
other purposes,’’ do pass with the following 
amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Business 
Investment Company Amendments Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. SUBSIDY FEES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303 of the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 683) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘of not more than 1 percent 

per year’’; 
(B) by inserting ‘‘which amount may not ex-

ceed 1.38 percent per year, and’’ before ‘‘which 
shall be paid’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2000’’ and in-
serting ‘‘September 30, 2001’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g)(2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘of not more than 1 percent 

per year’’; 
(B) by inserting ‘‘which amount may not ex-

ceed 1.38 percent per year, and’’ before ‘‘which 
shall be paid’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2000’’ and in-
serting ‘‘September 30, 2001’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall become effective on October 
1, 2001. 
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SEC. 3. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.

Section 312 of the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 687d) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘(including disclosure in the locality most
directly affected by the transaction)’’.
SEC. 4. PENALTIES FOR FALSE STATEMENTS.

(a) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—Section 1014 of title
18, United States Code, is amended by inserting
‘‘, as defined in section 103 of the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 662), or
the Small Business Administration in connec-
tion with any provision of that Act’’ after
‘‘small business investment company’’.

(b) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 951 of the Fi-
nancial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and En-
forcement Act of 1989 (12 U.S.C. 1833a) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (d) through
(g) as subsections (e) through (h), respectively;
and

(2) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the

end;
(B) in paragraph (2)—
(i) by striking ‘‘1341;’’ and inserting ‘‘1341’’;

and
(ii) by striking ‘‘institution.’’ and inserting

‘‘institution; or’’;
(C) by inserting immediately after paragraph

(2) the following:
‘‘(3) section 16(a) of the Small Business Act

(15 U.S.C. 645(a)).’’; and
(D) by striking ‘‘This section shall’’ and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall’’.

SEC. 5. REMOVAL OR SUSPENSION OF MANAGE-
MENT OFFICIALS.

Section 313 of the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 687e) is amended to read
as follows:
‘‘SEC. 313. REMOVAL OR SUSPENSION OF MAN-

AGEMENT OFFICIALS.
‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF ‘MANAGEMENT OFFI-

CIAL’.—In this section, the term ‘management
official’ means an officer, director, general part-
ner, manager, employee, agent, or other partici-
pant in the management or conduct of the af-
fairs of a licensee.

‘‘(b) REMOVAL OF MANAGEMENT OFFICIALS.—
‘‘(1) NOTICE OF REMOVAL.—The Administrator

may serve upon any management official a writ-
ten notice of its intention to remove that man-
agement official whenever, in the opinion of the
Administrator—

‘‘(A) such management official—
‘‘(i) has willfully and knowingly committed

any substantial violation of—
‘‘(I) this Act;
‘‘(II) any regulation issued under this Act; or
‘‘(III) a cease-and-desist order which has be-

come final; or
‘‘(ii) has willfully and knowingly committed

or engaged in any act, omission, or practice
which constitutes a substantial breach of a fidu-
ciary duty of that person as a management offi-
cial; and

‘‘(B) the violation or breach of fiduciary duty
is one involving personal dishonesty on the part
of such management official.

‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.—A notice of inten-
tion to remove a management official, as pro-
vided in paragraph (1), shall contain a state-
ment of the facts constituting grounds therefor,
and shall fix a time and place at which a hear-
ing will be held thereon.

‘‘(3) HEARINGS.—
‘‘(A) TIMING.—A hearing described in para-

graph (2) shall be fixed for a date not earlier
than 30 days nor later than 60 days after the
date of service of notice of the hearing, unless
an earlier or a later date is set by the Adminis-
trator at the request of—

‘‘(i) the management official, and for good
cause shown; or

‘‘(ii) the Attorney General of the United
States.

‘‘(B) CONSENT.—Unless the management offi-
cial shall appear at a hearing described in this

paragraph in person or by a duly authorized
representative, that management official shall
be deemed to have consented to the issuance of
an order of removal under paragraph (1).

‘‘(4) ISSUANCE OF ORDER OF REMOVAL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the event of consent

under paragraph (3)(B), or if upon the record
made at a hearing described in this subsection,
the Administrator finds that any of the grounds
specified in the notice of removal has been es-
tablished, the Administrator may issue such or-
ders of removal from office as the Administrator
deems appropriate.

‘‘(B) EFFECTIVENESS.—An order under sub-
paragraph (A) shall—

‘‘(i) become effective at the expiration of 30
days after the date of service upon the subject
licensee and the management official concerned
(except in the case of an order issued upon con-
sent as described in paragraph (3)(B), which
shall become effective at the time specified in
such order); and

‘‘(ii) remain effective and enforceable, except
to such extent as it is stayed, modified, termi-
nated, or set aside by action of the Adminis-
trator or a reviewing court in accordance with
this section.

‘‘(c) AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND OR PROHIBIT
PARTICIPATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may, if
the Administrator deems it necessary for the
protection of the licensee or the interests of the
Administration, suspend from office or prohibit
from further participation in any manner in the
management or conduct of the affairs of the li-
censee, or both, any management official re-
ferred to in subsection (b)(1), by written notice
to such effect served upon the management offi-
cial.

‘‘(2) EFFECTIVENESS.—A suspension or prohi-
bition under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) shall become effective upon service of no-
tice under paragraph (1); and

‘‘(B) unless stayed by a court in proceedings
authorized by paragraph (3), shall remain in
effect—

‘‘(i) pending the completion of the administra-
tive proceedings pursuant to a notice of inten-
tion to remove served under subsection (b); and

‘‘(ii) until such time as the Administrator
shall dismiss the charges specified in the notice,
or, if an order of removal or prohibition is issued
against the management official, until the effec-
tive date of any such order.

‘‘(3) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Not later than 10 days
after any management official has been sus-
pended from office or prohibited from participa-
tion in the management or conduct of the af-
fairs of a licensee, or both, under paragraph (1),
that management official may apply to the
United States district court for the judicial dis-
trict in which the home office of the licensee is
located, or the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia, for a stay of the sus-
pension or prohibition pending the completion
of the administrative proceedings pursuant to a
notice of intent to remove served upon the man-
agement official under subsection (b), and such
court shall have jurisdiction to stay such action.

‘‘(d) AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND ON CRIMINAL
CHARGES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever a management
official is charged in any information, indict-
ment, or complaint authorized by a United
States attorney, with the commission of or par-
ticipation in a felony involving dishonesty or
breach of trust, the Administrator may, by writ-
ten notice served upon that management offi-
cial, suspend that management official from of-
fice or prohibit that management official from
further participation in any manner in the man-
agement or conduct of the affairs of the li-
censee, or both.

‘‘(2) EFFECTIVENESS.—A suspension or prohi-
bition under paragraph (1) shall remain in ef-
fect until the subject information, indictment, or
complaint is finally disposed of, or until termi-
nated by the Administrator.

‘‘(3) AUTHORITY UPON CONVICTION.—If a judg-
ment of conviction with respect to an offense de-
scribed in paragraph (1) is entered against a
management official, then at such time as the
judgment is not subject to further appellate re-
view, the Administrator may issue and serve
upon the management official an order remov-
ing that management official, which removal
shall become effective upon service of a copy of
the order upon the licensee.

‘‘(4) AUTHORITY UPON DISMISSAL OR OTHER
DISPOSITION.—A finding of not guilty or other
disposition of charges described in paragraph (1)
shall not preclude the Administrator from there-
after instituting proceedings to suspend or re-
move the management official from office, or to
prohibit the management official from participa-
tion in the management or conduct of the af-
fairs of the licensee, or both, pursuant to sub-
section (b) or (c).

‘‘(e) NOTIFICATION TO LICENSEES.—Copies of
each notice required to be served on a manage-
ment official under this section shall also be
served upon the interested licensee.

‘‘(f) PROCEDURAL PROVISIONS; JUDICIAL RE-
VIEW.—

‘‘(1) HEARING VENUE.—Any hearing provided
for in this section shall be—

‘‘(A) held in the Federal judicial district or in
the territory in which the principal office of the
licensee is located, unless the party afforded the
hearing consents to another place; and

‘‘(B) conducted in accordance with the provi-
sions of chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code.

‘‘(2) ISSUANCE OF ORDERS.—After a hearing
provided for in this section, and not later than
90 days after the Administrator has notified the
parties that the case has been submitted for
final decision, the Administrator shall render a
decision in the matter (which shall include find-
ings of fact upon which its decision is predi-
cated), and shall issue and cause to be served
upon each party to the proceeding an order or
orders consistent with the provisions of this sec-
tion.

‘‘(3) AUTHORITY TO MODIFY ORDERS.—The Ad-
ministrator may modify, terminate, or set aside
any order issued under this section—

‘‘(A) at any time, upon such notice, and in
such manner as the Administrator deems proper,
unless a petition for review is timely filed in a
court of appeals of the United States, as pro-
vided in paragraph (4)(B), and thereafter until
the record in the proceeding has been filed in
accordance with paragraph (4)(C); and

‘‘(B) upon such filing of the record, with per-
mission of the court.

‘‘(4) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Judicial review of an order

issued under this section shall be exclusively as
provided in this subsection.

‘‘(B) PETITION FOR REVIEW.—Any party to a
hearing provided for in this section may obtain
a review of any order issued pursuant to para-
graph (2) (other than an order issued with the
consent of the management official concerned,
or an order issued under subsection (d)), by fil-
ing in the court of appeals of the United States
for the circuit in which the principal office of
the licensee is located, or in the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit, not later than 30 days after the date of
service of such order, a written petition praying
that the order of the Administrator be modified,
terminated, or set aside.

‘‘(C) NOTIFICATION TO ADMINISTRATION.—A
copy of a petition filed under subparagraph (B)
shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of
the court to the Administrator, and thereupon
the Administrator shall file in the court the
record in the proceeding, as provided in section
2112 of title 28, United States Code.

‘‘(D) COURT JURISDICTION.—Upon the filing of
a petition under subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) the court shall have jurisdiction, which,
upon the filing of the record under subpara-
graph (C), shall be exclusive, to affirm, modify,
terminate, or set aside, in whole or in part, the
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order of the Administrator, except as provided in
the last sentence of paragraph (3)(B);

‘‘(ii) review of such proceedings shall be had
as provided in chapter 7 of title 5, United States
Code; and

‘‘(iii) the judgment and decree of the court
shall be final, except that the judgment and de-
cree shall be subject to review by the Supreme
Court of the United States upon certiorari, as
provided in section 1254 of title 28, United States
Code.

‘‘(E) JUDICIAL REVIEW NOT A STAY.—The com-
mencement of proceedings for judicial review
under this paragraph shall not, unless specifi-
cally ordered by the court, operate as a stay of
any order issued by the Administrator under
this section.’’.
SEC. 6. REDUCTION OF FEES.

(a) TWO-YEAR REDUCTION OF SECTION 7(a)
FEES.—

(1) GUARANTEE FEES.—Section 7(a)(18) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(18)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(C) TWO-YEAR REDUCTION IN FEES.—With re-
spect to loans approved during the 2-year period
beginning on October 1, 2002, the guarantee fee
under subparagraph (A) shall be as follows:

‘‘(i) A guarantee fee equal to 2 percent of the
deferred participation share of a total loan
amount that is not more than $250,000.

‘‘(ii) A guarantee fee equal to 3 percent of the
deferred participation share of a total loan
amount that is more than $250,000.’’.

(2) ANNUAL FEES.—Section 7(a)(23)(A) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(23)(A)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘With respect to loans approved during the 2-
year period beginning on October 1, 2002, the
annual fee assessed and collected under the pre-
ceding sentence shall be in an amount equal to
0.25 percent of the outstanding balance of the
deferred participation share of the loan.’’.

(b) REDUCTION OF SECTION 504 FEES.—Section
503 of the Small Business Investment Act of 1958
(15 U.S.C. 697) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(7)(A)—
(A) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as

subclauses (I) and (II), respectively, and moving
the margins 2 ems to the right;

(B) by striking ‘‘not exceed the lesser’’ and in-
serting ‘‘not exceed—

‘‘(i) the lesser’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) 50 percent of the amount established

under clause (i) in the case of a loan made dur-
ing the 2-year period beginning on October 1,
2002, for the life of the loan; and’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(i) TWO-YEAR WAIVER OF FEES.—The Admin-

istration may not assess or collect any up front
guarantee fee with respect to loans made under
this title during the 2-year period beginning on
October 1, 2002.’’.

(c) BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF LOANS AND
FINANCINGS.—Assistance made available under
any loan made or approved by the Small Busi-
ness Administration under section 7(a) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)) or
financings made under title III or V of the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C.
697a), during the 2-year period beginning on Oc-
tober 1, 2002, shall be treated as separate pro-
grams of the Small Business Administration for
purposes of the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990 only.

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—The amendments made by
this section shall be effective only to the extent
that funds are made available under appropria-
tions Acts, which funds shall be utilized by the
Administrator to offset the cost (as such term is
defined in section 502 of the Federal Credit Re-
form Act of 1990) of such amendments.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall become effective on October
1, 2002.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate concur

in the House amendment with a further
amendment which is at the desk; that
the amendment be agreed to and the
motion to reconsider be laid on the
table, with no intervening action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2460) was agreed
to, as follows:

Strike section 6 and all that follows
through the end of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House of Representatives,
and insert the following:
SEC. 6. REDUCTION OF FEES.

(a) TWO-YEAR REDUCTION OF SECTION 7(a)
FEES.—

(1) GUARANTEE FEES.—Section 7(a)(18) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(18))
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(C) TWO-YEAR REDUCTION IN FEES.—With
respect to loans approved during the 2-year
period beginning on October 1, 2002, the guar-
antee fee under subparagraph (A) shall be as
follows:

‘‘(i) A guarantee fee equal to 1 percent of
the deferred participation share of a total
loan amount that is not more than $150,000.

‘‘(ii) A guarantee fee equal to 2.5 percent of
the deferred participation share of a total
loan amount that is more than $150,000, but
not more than $700,000.

‘‘(iii) A guarantee fee equal to 3.5 percent
of the deferred participation share of a total
loan amount that is more than $700,000.’’.

(2) ANNUAL FEES.—Section 7(a)(23)(A) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(23)(A)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘With respect to loans approved during the
2-year period beginning on October 1, 2002,
the annual fee assessed and collected under
the preceding sentence shall be in an amount
equal to 0.25 percent of the outstanding bal-
ance of the deferred participation share of
the loan.’’.

(b) REDUCTION OF SECTION 504 FEES.—Sec-
tion 503 of the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 697) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(7)(A)—
(A) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as

subclauses (I) and (II), respectively, and
moving the margins 2 ems to the right;

(B) by striking ‘‘not exceed the lesser’’ and
inserting ‘‘not exceed—

‘‘(i) the lesser’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) 50 percent of the amount established

under clause (i) in the case of a loan made
during the 2-year period beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 2002, for the life of the loan; and’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(i) TWO-YEAR WAIVER OF FEES.—The Ad-

ministration may not assess or collect any
up front guarantee fee with respect to loans
made under this title during the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on October 1, 2002.’’.

(c) BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF LOANS AND
FINANCINGS.—Assistance made available
under any loan made or approved by the
Small Business Administration under sec-
tion 7(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
636(a)) or financings made under title V of
the Small Business Investment Act of 1958
(15 U.S.C. 695 et seq.), during the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on October 1, 2002, shall be
treated as separate programs of the Small
Business Administration for purposes of the
Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 only.

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—The amendments made
by this section to section 503 of the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958, shall be ef-
fective only to the extent that funds are
made available under appropriations Acts,
which funds shall be utilized by the Adminis-
trator to offset the cost (as such term is de-
fined in section 502 of the Federal Credit Re-
form Act of 1990) of such amendments.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall become effective
on October 1, 2002.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to
say a few words about S. 1196, the
Small Business Investment Company,
SBIC, Amendments Act of 2001.

For those who don’t know, the SBIC
program is a very successful partner-
ship between the SBA and private ven-
ture capital firms. It has accounted for
about half of all venture capital deals
done in the country over the past few
years, and it has helped finance some
of America’s companies that are now
house-hold names—Federal Express,
Intel, Outback Steakhouse, America
Online, Callaway Golf, and Massachu-
setts’ own Staples.

The main purpose of this act is to ad-
just the fees charged to Participating
Security SBICs from 1 percent to 1.38
percent. The change is necessary be-
cause, at the President’s request, all
funding for this program was elimi-
nated. I disagree with that. I preferred
to show fiscal responsibility by level
funding the program and then increas-
ing the fees only as much as necessary
to raise the program level from $2 bil-
lion to $3.5 billion. Consistent with
that opinion, as my colleagues may re-
member, Senator BOND and I offered an
amendment to the Budget Resolution,
Amendment No. 183, that did just that.
It was agreed to in the Senate by voice
vote in April and retained in the final
budget resolution. Unfortunately, the
appropriators had very tough decisions
to make and the funding agreed to in
our budget amendment was not in-
cluded in the appropriations process.
Despite my disagreement, I am sup-
porting S. 1196 because if we want to
continue this program, it must be fund-
ed entirely through fees, which forces
us to authorize the fee change.

For the record, let me state that the
National Association of Small Business
Investment Companies testified before
both the Senate and House Committees
on Small Business in favor of increas-
ing the program level from $2 billion to
$3.5 billion and raising the fees to make
that level possible. As I just explained,
this legislation makes that possible.

This bill also includes modifications
to the program in order to strengthen
the oversight and authority of the SBA
to take action against bad actors, to
protect the integrity of the SBIC pro-
gram, and to streamline operations.

With this bill, I am offering an
amendment, cosponsored by Senator
BOND, to reinforce our efforts to keep
the economy strong. The amendment
strikes section six, which my col-
leagues in the House included when
they deliberated and voted on this bill,
and replaces it with similar language
which accommodates changes re-
quested by the Administration. Specifi-
cally, starting in FY2003, it reduces for
two years the fees for the Small Busi-
ness Administration’s 7(a) and 504 loan
guarantee programs in order to make
these loans more affordable for bor-
rowers to access capital and lenders to
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make. In reducing the fees, it gives the
largest reduction to the smallest small
business borrowers, those who take out
loans of less than $150,000. It also pro-
vides fee relief for small business bor-
rowers who need working capital for
medium-sized loans, those in amounts
of between $150,000 and $700,000.

The 7(a) program is one of the SBA’s
most popular and successful small busi-
ness credit programs. In FY2000, 43,748
small businesses were approved for 7(a)
loans, which added up to $9.3 billion. Of
those billions, 31 percent went to mi-
nority business owners, 11 percent went
to veteran business owners, and 16 per-
cent went to women business owners.
These loans would not have been made
but for the SBA; in order to get an SBA
loan, borrowers must demonstrate that
they are unable to get comparable
credit, at comparable rates, from an
area lender. Year after year, as this
program has generated billions of dol-
lars in small business development,
fueled job creation and generated tax
revenue, its default rates by cohort
have dropped sharply since 1990 from
more than 6 percent to less than 2 per-
cent. Not only have these loans con-
tributed to the economy, but the pro-
gram has largely paid for itself. From
fiscal years 1992 through 1998, Congress
appropriated close to $1.4 billion to run
the program, and the lenders and bor-
rowers paid $1.3 billion more than nec-
essary in fees to participate in the pro-
gram.

The track record of the 504 program
is equally impressive, and they too
have overpaid because the SBA and
OMB have over-estimated the cost of
providing these loans. Reducing fees
will help encourage lending at a time
when surveys from the Federal Reserve
have found that anywhere from 35 to 45
percent of banks have tightened credit
to small businesses, making it harder
and more expensive to get loans.

Originally, my amendment also in-
cluded a provision to require the SBA
to give new markets venture capital
companies two years to raise their
matching capital. Even though we had
legislated in the 106th Congress to give
them two years, and Senator HOLLINGS
and Senator GREGG reinforced this by
making the relevant matching capital
available until expended as part of sup-
plemental funding to the FY2001 Com-
merce, Justice, State appropriations
bill, the Small Business Administra-
tion required the approved new mar-
kets venture capital companies to raise
their money first in six months, and
later proposed extending the period to
one year. The declining economy, par-
ticularly in the aftermath of Sep-
tember 11, has made raising capital
even more difficult. Consequently,
these companies need more time than
one year. Here is what Dr. Julia Sass
Rubin, a community development ven-
ture capital expert from the Harvard
Business School, has explained about
the nature of raising funds these days:
‘‘This task of raising capital for a new
fund is particularly challenging during

an economic slowdown, when the
sources of funds for any kind of ven-
ture capital become more difficult to
access. Additionally, with the dramatic
recent slowdown in initial public offer-
ings, even traditional venture capital-
ists are having a very difficult time
raising money. It is simply not prac-
tical to expect a new CDVC fund to
capitalize within one year.’’

I am very happy to report that we
were able to work out a compromise
with the Small Business Administra-
tion to give these companies to year
and half to raise their capital. It’s not
the full two years, but I am hopeful
that the new markets venture capital
companies can raise their capital in
the that time. The Administration has
also recommitted to offering a second
round of funding starting in the Au-
gust/September time frame of 2002.

Let me quickly explain a bit about
this innovative venture capital initia-
tive. The new markets venture capital
initiative is modeled after the SBA’s
very successful SBIC program, which I
talked about earlier. However, unlike
the SBIC program which makes larger
deals, new markets venture capital
companies target smaller investments
to the development of high-growth
small businesses in our country’s poor-
est urban and rural areas. They tie
those investments to the creation of
local jobs with livable wages and bene-
fits for individuals who historically
have no opportunities for employment
or who are the working poor. One ex-
cellent example of such a company is
City Fresh Foods in Dorchester, Massa-
chusetts. They run a smart business,
providing a needed service to the elder-
ly in their community by producing
and distributing meals for the Meals-
on-Wheels program. They hire from the
community, and they provide good jobs
with sustainable wages. The SBA’s new
markets venture capital investments,
if given a real chance to work, could
help develop more companies like City
Fresh Foods.

I ask my colleagues to support this
bill, and ask my colleagues in the
House to pass this bill as soon as pos-
sible.

I thank Senator BOND for his work on
this legislation.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today to urge my colleagues in the
Senate to support passage of the Small
Business Investment Company Amend-
ments Act of 2001, S. 1196 and an
amendment being offered by Senator
JOHN KERRY, which I strongly support.
Time is of the essence since a critical
component of the Small Business In-
vestment Company, SBIC, Program
was shut down on November 28, 2001,
when the Commerce Justice State ap-
propriations bill became law, while the
bill modifying the annual fees paid by
the Participating Securities SBICs had
not been enacted. Once S. 1196 becomes
law, it paves the way for more invest-
ment capital to be available for more
small businesses that are seeking to
grow and hire new employees.

When the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship unani-
mously approved S. 1196 on July 19,
2001, the Committee adopted a fee in-
crease from 1.0 percent to 1.28 percent.
At that time, some members of the
committee believed they could obtain
an appropriation for the SBIC Partici-
pating Securities Program that would
offset part of the fee increase. The final
version of the Fiscal Year 2002 Com-
merce Justice State appropriations bill
did not include any funds for the SBIC
program. Consequently, it is critical
that legislation be enacted increasing
the program fee to 1.38 percent. So long
as the fee is not increased, the SBIC
Participating Securities will remain
shut down as required by the Federal
Credit Reform Act of 1990.

Last month, on November 15, the
Senate unanimously passed S. 1196,
after approving a managers’ amend-
ment increasing the annual fee to 1.38
percent. When the House of Represent-
atives considered the bill, it included
an amendment that changed the fee
structure for two other credit pro-
grams at the Small Business Adminis-
tration, SBA: the 7(a) Guaranteed Busi-
ness Loan Program and the 504 Devel-
opment Company Program. Today,
Senator KERRY and I are offering an
amendment to S. 1196 that makes
minor modifications to the House-
passed amendment on the 7(a) and 504
loan programs.

There has been a significant growth
in the small business sector of the U.S.
economy over the past two decades.
Today, small businesses make up over
one-half of the entire U.S. economy.
Over 99 percent of all employers in the
United States are small businesses.
They employ over 50 percent of work-
ers and provide 75 percent of the net
new jobs each year. Small businesses
generate 51 percent of the Nation’s pri-
vate sector output. In light of the on-
going dip in the U.S. economy with the
accompanying retrenchment by many
businesses, both large and small, S.
1196 will serve as part of the solution to
move us toward a recovery.

In 1958, Congress created the SBIC
program to assist small business own-
ers in obtaining investment capital.
Forty years later, small businesses
continue to experience difficulty in ob-
taining investment capital from banks
and traditional investment sources. Al-
though investment capital is readily
available to large businesses from tra-
ditional Wall Street investment firms,
small businesses seeking investments
in the range of $500,000—$3 million have
to look elsewhere. SBICs are frequently
the only sources of investment capital
for growing small businesses.

Often we are reminded that the SBIC
program has helped some of our Na-
tions best known companies. It has
provided a financial boost at critical
points in the early growth period for
many companies that are familiar to
all of us. For example, Federal Express
received a needed infusion of capital
from two SBA-licensed SBICs at a crit-
ical juncture in its development stage.
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The SBIC program also helped other
well-known companies, when they were
not so well-known, such as Intel, Out-
back Steakhouse, America Online, and
Callaway Golf.

What is not well known is the ex-
traordinary help the SBIC program
provides to Main Street America small
businesses. These are companies we
know from home towns all over the
United States. Main Street companies
provide both stability and growth in
our local business communities. A good
example of a Main Street company is
Steelweld Equipment Company, found-
ed in 1932, which designs and manufac-
turers utility truck bodies in St. Clair,
Missouri. The truck bodies are mount-
ed on chassis made by Chrysler, Ford,
and General Motors. Steelweld provides
truck bodies for Southwestern Bell
Telephone Co., Texas Utilities, Par-
agon Cable, GTE, and GE Capital Fleet.

Steelweld is a privately held, woman-
owned corporation. The owner, Elaine
Hunter, went to work for Steelweld in
1966 as a billing clerk right out of high
school. She rose through the ranks of
the company and was selected to serve
on the board of directors. In December
1995, following the death of Steelweld’s
founder and owner, Ms. Hunter re-
ceived financing from a Missouri-based
SBIC, Capital for Business CFB, Ven-
ture Fund II, to help her complete the
acquisition of Steelweld. CFB provided
$500,000 in subordinated debt. Senior
bank debt and seller debt were also
used in the acquisition.

Since Ms. Hunter acquired Steelweld,
its manufacturing process was rede-
signed to make the company run more
efficiently. By 1997, Steelweld’s profit-
ability had doubled, with annual sales
of $10 million and 115 employees. SBIC
program success stories like Ms. Hunt-
er’s experience at Steelweld occur reg-
ularly throughout the United States.

In 1991, the SBIC program was experi-
encing major losses, and the future of
the program was in doubt. Con-
sequently, in 1992 and 1996, the Com-
mittee on Small Business worked
closely with the Small Business Ad-
ministration to correct deficiencies in
the law in order to ensure the future of
the program.

Today, the SBIC Program is expand-
ing rapidly in an effort to meet the
growing demands of small business
owners for debt and equity investment
capital. And it is important to focus on
the significant role that is played by
the SBIC program in support of grow-
ing small businesses. When Fortune
Small Business compiled its list of 100
fastest growing small companies in
2000, 6 of the top 12 businesses on the
list received SBIC financing during
their critical growth years.

The ‘‘Small Business Investment
Company Amendments Act of 2001,’’ as
amended, would permit the annual in-
terest fee paid by Participating Securi-
ties SBICs to increase from 1.0 percent
to no more than 1.38 percent. In addi-
tion, the bill would make three tech-
nical changes to the Small Business In-

vestment Act of 1958 (‘58 Act) that are
intended to make improvements in the
day-to-day operation of the SBIC pro-
gram.

Projected demand for the Partici-
pating Securities SBIC program for FY
2002 is $3.5 billion, a significant in-
crease over the FY 2001 program level
of $2.5 billion. It is imperative that
Congress approve this relatively small
increase in the annual interest charge
paid by the Participating Securities
SBICs before the end of the fiscal year.
The fee increase included in the bill,
1.38 percent, will allow the program to
operate at its authorized level—$3.5 bil-
lion—an amount needed to help sup-
port small businesses as they help lead
our country to an economic recovery.

The Small Business Investment Com-
pany Amendments Act of 2001 would
also make some relatively technical
changes the ‘58 Act that are drafted to
improve the operations of the SBIC
program. Section 3 would remove the
requirement that the SBA take out
local advertisements when it seeks to
determine if a conflict of interest ex-
ists involving an SBIC. This section
has been recommended by the SBA,
that has informed me that it has never
received a response to a local adver-
tisement and believes the requirement
is unnecessary.

The bill would amend title 12 and
title 18 of the United States Code to in-
sure that false statements made to the
SBA under the SBIC program would
have the same penalty as making false
statements to an SBIC. This section
would make it clear that a false state-
ment to SBA or to an SBIC for the pur-
pose of influencing their respective ac-
tions taken under the ‘58 Act would be
a criminal violation. The courts could
then assess civil and criminal penalties
for such violations.

Section 5 of the bill would amend sec-
tion 313 of the ‘58 Act to permit the
SBA to remove or suspend key manage-
ment officials of an SBIC when they
have willfully and knowingly com-
mitted a substantial violation of the
‘58 Act, any regulation issued by the
SBA under the act, a cease-and-desist
order that has become final, or com-
mitted or engaged in any act, omission
or practice that constitutes a substan-
tial breach of a fiduciary duty of that
person as a management official.

The amendment expands the defini-
tion of persons covered by section 313
to be ‘‘management official,’’ which in-
cludes officers, directors, general part-
ners, managers, employees, agents or
other participants in the management
or conduct of the SBIC. At the time
section 313 of the ‘58 Act was enacted
in November 1966, an SBIC was orga-
nized as a corporation. Since that time,
SBIC has been organized as partner-
ships and Limited Liability Companies,
LLCs, and this amendment would take
into account those organizations.

The Kerry-Bond amendment would
reduce the fees paid by the participants
in two SBA programs: the 7(a) guaran-
teed business loan program (7(a) pro-

gram) and the 504 Development Com-
pany program (504 program). The need
for this legislation to reduce fees has
been growing in recent years. The
issues surrounding the fees paid by
small business borrowers and the banks
came to a head earlier this year, when
the General Accounting Office deter-
mined that the Federal government
had collected over $950 million in ex-
cess fees paid by the borrowers and
lenders and taxpayers’ funds appro-
priated by the Congress. The driving
force behind this amendment is to ad-
just the fees paid by small business
borrowers and lenders to reflect more
accurately their appropriate share of
the cost of the program.

On May 4, 2001, Senator KERRY, Mr.
MANZULLO, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, and I asked
the Comptroller General to undertake
an in-depth analysis of the SBA’s 7(a)
credit subsidy rate calculations. Spe-
cifically, we asked the GAO to assess
the level of difference between the pro-
jected cost of the 7(a) program’s fi-
nancing account, or loan loss reserve,
and the actual cost. This calculation is
required by the Federal Credit Reform
Act of 1990. The purpose of the credit
subsidy rate is to determine the
amount of funds that should be appro-
priated each year to cover expected
losses when the Federal government
guarantees 7(a) loans.

What the GAO uncovered confirmed
our worst concerns. The GAO pointed
out that defaults and recoveries are
key variables in the calculation of the
7(a) credit subsidy rate. Since FY 1992,
the first year under the rules of the
Federal Credit Reform Act, defaults
and recoveries were significantly over-
estimated by the SBA and OMB. De-
faults have been overestimated by
nearly $2 billion and recoveries by $450
billion. What the overestimates mean
in real costs is that the Federal gov-
ernment collected significantly more
money than needed to fund its loss re-
serve accounts. Specifically, the Fed-
eral government collected over $950
million in excess fees paid by borrowers
and lenders and by taxpayers’ funds ap-
propriated by Congress.

My shade tree analysis leads me to
believe that small business borrowers,
banks and taxpayers have been and
continue to be overcharged for the 7(a)
program. First, it is clear that they are
paying too much because each year the
SBA and OMB overestimated the de-
fault rate for the 7(a) program. Second,
if a more accurate default rate were
adopted, the credit subsidy rate could
be reduced. Third, a lower credit sub-
sidy rate could mean lower fees paid by
small business borrowers. And fourth,
the 7(a) loan program could expand to
meet the demands of small businesses
without requiring a larger appropria-
tion.

Mr. President, time is of the essence.
We need to act promptly and pass the
Small Business Investment Company
Act of 2001 today, so that the House of
Representatives has time to act before
the Congress adjourns in the coming
weeks.
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AUTHORIZATION FOR PRINTING

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Rules Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of H. Con. Res. 90, and the
Senate then proceed to its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the concurrent resolution
by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 90)

authorizing the printing of a revised and up-
dated version of the House document enti-
tled ‘‘Hispanic Americans in Congress.’’

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the concurrent res-
olution be agreed to, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and
any statement relating to the concur-
rent resolution be printed in the
RECORD, with no intervening action or
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 90) was agreed to.

f

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRINTING

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Rules Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of H. Con. Res. 244 and the
Senate then proceed to its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the concurrent
resolution by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 244)

authorizing the printing of a revised edition
of the publication entitled ‘‘Our Flag.’’

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the concurrent resolution be
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating thereto be printed in
the RECORD, with no intervening action
or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 244) was agreed to.

f

CONNECTICUT RIVER ATLANTIC
SALMON COMPACT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to Calendar No. 151, S. 703.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 703) to extend the effective period

of the consent of Congress to the interstate
compact relating to the restoration of Atlan-
tic salmon to the Connecticut River Basin
and creating the Connecticut River Atlantic
Salmon Commission, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Stevens amendment, which is
at the desk, be agreed to and that no
other amendments be in order, that the
bill be read the third time and passed,
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table, and that any statements re-
lating to the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2461) was agreed
to, as follows:
(Purpose: To amend the method for financing

the fishing capacity reduction program re-
quired under the Miscellaneous Appropria-
tions Act, 2001)
On page 2, after line 14, insert the fol-

lowing new section:
SEC. 2. FISHING CAPACITY REDUCTION PRO-

GRAM.
Section 144(d)(4)(A) of division B of the

Miscellaneous Appropriations Act, 2001 (as
enacted into law by section 1(a)(4) of Public
Law 106–554; 114 Stat. 27663A–242) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘in equal parts through a
reduction loan of $50,000,000’’ and inserting
‘‘through any combination of a reduction
loan of up to $100,000,000’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and $50,000,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘and up to $50,000,000’’.

The bill (S. 703), as amended, was
read the third time and passed, as fol-
lows:

S. 703
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CONNECTICUT RIVER ATLANTIC

SALMON COMPACT.
(a) EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF CONGRESSIONAL

CONSENT.—Section 3(2) of Public Law 98–138
(97 Stat. 870) is amended by striking ‘‘twenty
years’’ and inserting ‘‘40 years’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Public Law 98–138 (97 Stat. 866) is amended
by adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

‘‘There is authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary of the Interior to carry out the
activities of the Connecticut River Atlantic
Salmon Commission $9,000,000 for each of fis-
cal years 2002 through 2010.’’.
SEC. 2. FISHING CAPACITY REDUCTION PRO-

GRAM.
Section 144(d)(4)(A) of division B of the

Miscellaneous Appropriations Act, 2001 (as
enacted into law by section 1(a)(4) of Public
Law 106–554; 114 Stat. 2763A–242) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘in equal parts through a
reduction loan of $50,000,000’’ and inserting
‘‘through any combination of a reduction
loan of up to $100,000,000’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and $50,000,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘and up to $50,000,000’’.

f

DETROIT RIVER INTERNATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE ESTABLISH-
MENT ACT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Environment and Public Works be dis-
charged from further consideration of
H.R. 1230, and that the Senate proceed
to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 1230) to provide for the estab-

lishment of the Detroit River International
Wildlife Refuge in the State of Michigan, and
for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered read the
third time and passed, the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table with-
out any intervening action or debate,
and that any statements relating to
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (H.R. 1230) was read the third
time and passed.

f

TANF SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS
ACT OF 2001

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Calendar No.
216, S. 942.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 942) to authorize the supple-

mental grant for population increases in cer-
tain States under the temporary assistance
to needy families program for fiscal year
2002.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which
had been reported from the Committee
on Finance, with an amendment to
strike all after the enacting clause and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘TANF Supple-
mental Grants Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. REAUTHORIZATION OF TANF SUPPLE-

MENTAL GRANTS FOR POPULATION
INCREASES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002.

Section 403(a)(3) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 603(a)(3)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(H) REAUTHORIZATION OF GRANTS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2002.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) any State that was a qualifying State
under this paragraph for fiscal year 2001 or any
prior fiscal year shall be entitled to receive from
the Secretary for fiscal year 2002 a grant in an
amount equal to the amount required to be paid
to the State under this paragraph for the most
recent fiscal year in which the State was a
qualifying State;

‘‘(ii) subparagraph (G) shall be applied as if
‘2002’ were substituted for ‘2001’; and

‘‘(iii) out of any money in the Treasury of the
United States not otherwise appropriated, there
are appropriated for fiscal year 2002 such sums
as are necessary for grants under this subpara-
graph.’’.
SEC. 3. FISCAL YEAR 2002 TANF PAYMENTS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
any payment under section 403 of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 603) that would otherwise
be sent to a State on September 30, 2002, by the
Secretary of the Treasury shall be sent on Octo-
ber 1, 2002.
SEC. 4. TANF BONUSES FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE

STATES.
(a) RESCISSION.—Effective upon the date of

enactment of this Act or October 1, 2001, which-
ever is later, $319,000,000 of the amount appro-
priated under section 403(a)(4)(F) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)(F)) is re-
scinded.

(b) APPROPRIATION.—Effective October 1, 2002,
out of any money in the Treasury of the United
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States not otherwise appropriated, there is ap-
propriated $319,000,000 for bonus grants under
section 403(a)(4) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 603(a)(4)). Amounts appropriated under
this subsection shall be in addition to amounts
appropriated under subparagraph (F) of section
403(a)(4) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)).

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the committee substitute amend-
ment be agreed to, the bill be read the
third time and passed, the motion to
reconsider be laid on the table, and any
statements be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The bill (S. 942), as amended, was
read the third time and passed.

f

VETERANS’ BENEFITS
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2001

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of Calendar No. 194,
S. 1088.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1088) to amend title 38, United

States Code, to facilitate the use of edu-
cational assistance under the Montgomery
GI Bill for education leading to employment
in high technology industry, and for other
purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which
had been reported from the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, with an amend-
ment to strike all after the enacting
clause and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Veterans’ Benefits Improvement Act of
2001’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. References to title 38, United States

Code.
TITLE I—EDUCATION MATTERS

Sec. 101. Increase in rates of basic educational
assistance under Montgomery GI
Bill.

Sec. 102. Authority for accelerated payments of
basic educational assistance
under Montgomery GI Bill.

Sec. 103. Accelerated payments of educational
assistance under Montgomery GI
Bill for education leading to em-
ployment in high technology in-
dustry.

Sec. 104. Eligibility for Montgomery GI Bill ben-
efits of certain additional Viet-
nam era veterans.

Sec. 105. Inclusion of certain private technology
entities in definition of edu-
cational institution.

TITLE II—COMPENSATION AND PENSION
MATTERS

Sec. 201. Modification and extension of authori-
ties on presumption of service-
connection for herbicide-related
disabilities of Vietnam era vet-
erans.

Sec. 202. Compensation for disabilities of Per-
sian Gulf War veterans.

Sec. 203. Exclusion of certain additional income
from determinations of annual in-
come for pension purposes.

Sec. 204. Time limitation on receipt of claim in-
formation pursuant to request by
Department of Veterans Affairs.

Sec. 205. Effective date of change in recurring
income for pension purposes.

Sec. 206. Prohibition on provision of certain
benefits with respect to veterans
who are fugitive felons.

Sec. 207. Limitation on payment of compensa-
tion for veterans remaining incar-
cerated for felonies committed be-
fore October 7, 1980.

Sec. 208. Repeal of limitation on payments of
benefits to incompetent institu-
tionalized veterans.

Sec. 209. Extension of certain expiring authori-
ties.

TITLE III—HOUSING MATTERS

Sec. 301. Increase in home loan guaranty
amount for construction and pur-
chase of homes.

Sec. 302. Four-year extension of Native Amer-
ican Veterans Housing Loan Pro-
gram.

Sec. 303. Extension of other expiring authori-
ties.

TITLE IV—BURIAL MATTERS

Sec. 401. Increase in burial and funeral expense
benefit for veterans who die of
service-connected disabilities.

Sec. 402. Authority to provide bronze grave
markers for privately marked
graves.

TITLE V—OTHER BENEFITS MATTERS

Sec. 501. Repeal of fiscal year limitation on
number of veterans in programs of
independent living services and
assistance.

TITLE VI—UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS

Sec. 601. Temporary expansion of United States
Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims to facilitate staggered
terms of judges.

Sec. 602. Repeal of requirement for written no-
tice regarding acceptance of re-
appointment as condition to re-
tirement from United States Court
of Appeals for Veterans Claims.

Sec. 603. Termination of notice of disagreement
as jurisdictional requirement for
United States Court of Appeals
for Veterans Claims.

Sec. 604. Registration fees.
Sec. 605. Administrative authorities.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES TO TITLE 38, UNITED

STATES CODE.
Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-

ever in this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of title 38, United States Code.

TITLE I—EDUCATION MATTERS
SEC. 101. INCREASE IN RATES OF BASIC EDU-

CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER
MONTGOMERY GI BILL.

(a) ACTIVE DUTY EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE.—
Section 3015 is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘$650 (as
increased from time to time under subsection
(h))’’ and inserting ‘‘$700, for months beginning
after September 30, 2001, but before September
30, 2002, $800 for months beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 2002, but before September 30, 2003,
and $950 for months beginning after September
30, 2003, but before September 30, 2004, and as
increased from time to time under subsection (h)
after September 30, 2004,’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘$528 (as
increased from time to time under subsection
(h))’’ and inserting ‘‘$569, for months beginning
after September 30, 2001, but before September
30, 2002, $650 for months beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 2002, but before September 30, 2003,

and $772 for months beginning after September
30, 2003, but before September 30, 2004, and as
increased from time to time under subsection (h)
after September 30, 2004,’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1,
2001, and shall apply with respect to edu-
cational assistance allowances paid under chap-
ter 30 of title 38, United States Code, for months
after September 2001. However, no adjustment
shall be made under section 3015(h) of title 38,
United States Code, for fiscal years 2002, 2003,
or 2004.

SEC. 102. AUTHORITY FOR ACCELERATED PAY-
MENTS OF BASIC EDUCATIONAL AS-
SISTANCE UNDER MONTGOMERY GI
BILL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3014 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c)(1)(A) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this chapter and subject to subparagraph
(B), an individual entitled to basic educational
assistance under this subchapter may elect to
receive an accelerated payment of the basic edu-
cational assistance allowance.

‘‘(B) The Secretary may not make an acceler-
ated payment under this subsection for a course
to an individual who has received an advance
payment under section 3014A or 3680(d) of this
title for the same enrollment period.

‘‘(2)(A) Pursuant to an election under para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall make an acceler-
ated payment to an individual for a course in a
lump-sum amount equal to the lesser of—

‘‘(i) the amount of the educational assistance
allowance for the month, or fraction thereof, in
which the course begins plus the educational as-
sistance allowance for each of the succeeding
four months; or

‘‘(ii)(I) in the case of a course offered on a
quarter, semester, or term basis, the amount of
aggregate monthly educational assistance allow-
ance otherwise payable under this subchapter
for the course for the entire quarter, semester, or
term; or

‘‘(II) in the case of a course that is not offered
on a quarter, semester, or term basis, the
amount of aggregate monthly educational as-
sistance allowance otherwise payable under this
subchapter for the entire course.

‘‘(B) In the case of an adjustment under sec-
tion 3015(h) of this title in the monthly rate of
basic educational assistance that occurs during
a period for which an accelerated payment is
made under this subsection, the Secretary shall
pay—

‘‘(i) on an accelerated basis the amount of the
allowance otherwise payable under this sub-
chapter for the period without regard to the ad-
justment under that section; and

‘‘(ii) on the date of the adjustment any addi-
tional amount of the allowance that is payable
for the period as a result of the adjustment.

‘‘(3) For each accelerated payment made to an
individual under this subsection, the individ-
ual’s entitlement under this subchapter shall be
charged at the same rate at which the entitle-
ment would be charged if the individual had re-
ceived a monthly educational assistance allow-
ance for the period of educational pursuit cov-
ered by the accelerated payment.

‘‘(4) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations
to carry out this subsection. The regulations
shall include the requirements, conditions, and
methods for the request, issuance, delivery, cer-
tification of receipt and use, and recovery of
overpayment of an accelerated payment under
this subsection.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the date
that is six months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and shall apply with respect to
courses of education beginning on or after that
date.
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SEC. 103. ACCELERATED PAYMENTS OF EDU-

CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER
MONTGOMERY GI BILL FOR EDU-
CATION LEADING TO EMPLOYMENT
IN HIGH TECHNOLOGY INDUSTRY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 30 is amended
by inserting after section 3014 the following new
section:
‘‘§ 3014A. Accelerated payment of basic edu-

cational assistance for education leading to
employment in high technology industry
‘‘(a) An individual described in subsection (b)

who is entitled to basic educational assistance
under this subchapter may elect to receive an
accelerated payment of the basic educational as-
sistance allowance otherwise payable to the in-
dividual under section 3015 of this title.

‘‘(b) An individual described in this subsection
is an individual who is—

‘‘(1) enrolled in an approved program of edu-
cation that leads to employment in a high tech-
nology industry (as determined pursuant to reg-
ulations prescribed by the Secretary); and

‘‘(2) charged tuition and fees for the program
of education that, when divided by the number
of months (and fractions thereof) in the enroll-
ment period, exceeds the amount equal to 200
percent of the monthly rate of basic educational
assistance allowance otherwise payable to the
individual under section 3015 of this title.

‘‘(c)(1) The amount of the accelerated pay-
ment of basic educational assistance made to an
individual making an election under subsection
(a) for a program of education shall be the lesser
of—

‘‘(A) the amount equal to 60 percent of the es-
tablished charges for the program of education;
or

‘‘(B) the aggregate amount of basic edu-
cational assistance to which the individual re-
mains entitled under this chapter at the time of
the payment.

‘‘(2) In this subsection, the term ‘established
charges’, in the case of a program of education,
means the actual charges (as determined pursu-
ant to regulations prescribed by the Secretary)
for tuition and fees which similarly
circumstanced nonveterans enrolled in the pro-
gram of education would be required to pay. Es-
tablished charges shall be determined on the fol-
lowing basis:

‘‘(A) In the case of an individual enrolled in
a program of education offered on a term, quar-
ter, or semester basis, the tuition and fees
charged the individual for the term, quarter, or
semester.

‘‘(B) In the case of an individual enrolled in
a program of education not offered on a term,
quarter, or semester basis, the tuition and fees
charged the individual for the entire program of
education.

‘‘(3) The educational institution providing the
program of education for which an accelerated
payment of basic educational assistance allow-
ance is elected by an individual under sub-
section (a) shall certify to the Secretary the
amount of the established charges for the pro-
gram of education.

‘‘(d) An accelerated payment of basic edu-
cational assistance made to an individual under
this section for a program of education shall be
made not later than the last day of the month
immediately following the month in which the
Secretary receives a certification from the edu-
cational institution regarding—

‘‘(1) the individual’s enrollment in and pur-
suit of the program of education; and

‘‘(2) the amount of the established charges for
the program of education.

‘‘(e)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
for each accelerated payment of basic edu-
cational assistance made to an individual under
this section, the individual’s entitlement to basic
educational assistance under this chapter shall
be charged the number of months (and any frac-
tion thereof) determined by dividing the amount
of the accelerated payment by the full-time
monthly rate of basic educational assistance al-

lowance otherwise payable to the individual
under section 3015 of this title as of the begin-
ning date of the enrollment period for the pro-
gram of education for which the accelerated
payment is made.

‘‘(2) If the monthly rate of basic educational
assistance allowance otherwise payable to an
individual under section 3015 of this title in-
creases during the enrollment period of a pro-
gram of education for which an accelerated
payment of basic educational assistance is made
under this section, the charge to the individ-
ual’s entitlement to basic educational assistance
under this chapter shall be determined by pro-
rating the entitlement chargeable, in the matter
provided for under paragraph (1), for the peri-
ods covered by the initial rate and increased
rate, respectively, in accordance with regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary.

‘‘(f) The Secretary may not make an acceler-
ated payment under this section for a program
of education to an individual who has received
an advance payment under section 3014(c) or
3680(d) of this title for the same enrollment pe-
riod.

‘‘(g) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations
to carry out this section. The regulations shall
include requirements, conditions, and methods
for the request, issuance, delivery, certification
of receipt and use, and recovery of overpayment
of an accelerated payment under this section.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
that chapter is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 3014 the following new
item:
‘‘3014A. Accelerated payment of basic edu-

cational assistance for education
leading to employment in high
technology industry.’’.

(b) RESTATEMENT AND ENHANCEMENT OF CER-
TAIN ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES.—Subsection
(g) of section 3680 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(g)(1) The Secretary may, pursuant to regu-
lations which the Secretary shall prescribe, de-
termine and define with respect to an eligible
veteran and eligible person the following:

‘‘(A) Enrollment in a course or a program of
education or training.

‘‘(B) Pursuit of a course or program of edu-
cation or training.

‘‘(C) Attendance at a course or program of
education and training.

‘‘(2) The Secretary may withhold payment of
benefits to an eligible veteran or eligible person
until the Secretary receives such proof as the
Secretary may require of enrollment in and sat-
isfactory pursuit of a program of education by
the eligible veteran or eligible person. The Sec-
retary shall adjust the payment withheld, when
necessary, on the basis of the proof the Sec-
retary receives.

‘‘(3) In the case of an individual other than
an individual described in paragraph (4), the
Secretary may accept the individual’s monthly
certification of enrollment in and satisfactory
pursuit of a program of education as sufficient
proof of the certified matters.

‘‘(4) In the case of an individual who has re-
ceived an accelerated payment of basic edu-
cational assistance under section 3014A of this
title during an enrollment period for a program
of education, the Secretary may accept the indi-
vidual’s certification of enrollment in and satis-
factory pursuit of the program of education as
sufficient proof of the certified matters if the
certification is submitted after the enrollment
period has ended.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect eight months
after the date of the enactment of this Act, and
shall apply with respect to enrollments in
courses or programs of education or training be-
ginning on or after that date.
SEC. 104. ELIGIBILITY FOR MONTGOMERY GI BILL

BENEFITS OF CERTAIN ADDITIONAL
VIETNAM ERA VETERANS.

(a) ACTIVE DUTY PROGRAM.—Section
3011(a)(1) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(C) as of December 31, 1989, is eligible for
educational assistance benefits under chapter 34
of this title and—

‘‘(i) was not on active duty on October 19,
1984;

‘‘(ii) reenlists or reenters on a period of active
duty after the date specified in clause (i); and

‘‘(iii) after July 1, 1985, either—
‘‘(I) serves at least three years of continuous

active duty in the Armed Forces; or
‘‘(II) is discharged or released from active

duty (aa) for a service-connected disability, for
a medical condition which preexisted such serv-
ice on active duty and which the Secretary de-
termines is not service connected, for hardship,
or for a physical or mental condition that was
not characterized as a disability, as described in
subparagraph (A)(ii)(I) of this paragraph, (bb)
for the convenience of the Government, if the
individual completed not less than 30 months of
continuous active duty after that date, or (cc)
involuntarily for the convenience of the Govern-
ment as a result of a reduction in force, as de-
termined by the Secretary of the military depart-
ment concerned in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense or by the
Secretary of Transportation with respect to the
Coast Guard when it is not operating as a serv-
ice in the Navy;’’.

(b) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.—Section
3012(a)(1) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(C) as of December 31, 1989, is eligible for
educational assistance under chapter 34 of this
title and—

‘‘(i) was not on active duty on October 19,
1984;

‘‘(ii) reenlists or reenters on a period of active
duty after the date specified in clause (i); and

‘‘(iii) after July 1, 1985—
‘‘(I) serves at least two years of continuous

active duty in the Armed Forces, subject to sub-
section (b) of this section, characterized by the
Secretary concerned as honorable service; and

‘‘(II) subject to subsection (b) of this section
and beginning within one year after completion
of such two years of service, serves at least four
continuous years in the Selected Reserve during
which the individual participates satisfactorily
in training as prescribed by the Secretary con-
cerned;’’.

(c) TIME FOR USE OF ENTITLEMENT.—Section
3031 is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph

(1);
(B) by striking the period at the end of para-

graph (2) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following new

paragraph:
‘‘(3) in the case of an individual who becomes

entitled to such assistance under section
3011(a)(1)(C) or 3012(a)(1)(C) of this title, on the
date of the enactment of this paragraph.’’; and

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘section
3011(a)(1)(B) or 3012(a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 3011(a)(1)(B), 3011(a)(1)(C),
3012(a)(1)(B), or 3012(a)(1)(C)’’.
SEC. 105. INCLUSION OF CERTAIN PRIVATE TECH-

NOLOGY ENTITIES IN DEFINITION
OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 3452(c) and
3501(a)(6) are each amended by adding at the
end the following new sentence: ‘‘Such term also
includes any private entity (that meets such re-
quirements as the Secretary may establish) that
offers, either directly or under an agreement
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with another entity (that meets such require-
ments), a course or courses to fulfill require-
ments for the attainment of a license or certifi-
cate generally recognized as necessary to obtain,
maintain, or advance in employment in a pro-
fession or vocation in a high technology occupa-
tion (as determined by the Secretary).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply to enrollments in
courses occurring on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.
TITLE II—COMPENSATION AND PENSION

MATTERS
SEC. 201. MODIFICATION AND EXTENSION OF AU-

THORITIES ON PRESUMPTION OF
SERVICE-CONNECTION FOR HERBI-
CIDE-RELATED DISABILITIES OF
VIETNAM ERA VETERANS.

(a) PRESUMPTION OF EXPOSURE TO HERBICIDE
AGENTS IN VIETNAM DURING VIETNAM ERA.—(1)
Section 1116 is amended—

(A) by transferring paragraph (3) of sub-
section (a) to the end of the section and redesig-
nating such paragraph, as so transferred, as
subsection (f);

(B) in subsection (a), by redesignating para-
graph (4) as paragraph (3); and

(C) in subsection (f), as transferred and redes-
ignated by subparagraph (B) of this
paragraph—

(i) by striking ‘‘For the purposes of this sub-
section, a veteran’’ and inserting ‘‘For purposes
of establishing service connection for a dis-
ability or death resulting from exposure to a
herbicide agent, including a presumption of
service-connection under this section, a vet-
eran’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘and has a disease referred to
in paragraph (1)(B) of this subsection’’.

(2)(A) The section heading of that section is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘§ 1116. Presumptions of service connection

for diseases associated with exposure to cer-
tain herbicide agents; presumption of expo-
sure’’.
(B) The table of section at the beginning of

chapter 11 is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 1116 and inserting the following
new item:
‘‘1116. Presumptions of service connection for

diseases associated with exposure
to certain herbicide agents; pre-
sumption of exposure.’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO PRESUME
SERVICE-CONNECTION FOR ADDITIONAL DIS-
EASES.—(1) Subsection (e) of section 1116 is
amended by striking ‘‘10 years’’ and inserting
‘‘20 years’’.

(2) Section 3(i) of the Agent Orange Act of
1991 (38 U.S.C. 1116 note) is amended by striking
‘‘10 years’’ and inserting ‘‘20 years’’.
SEC. 202. COMPENSATION FOR DISABILITIES OF

PERSIAN GULF WAR VETERANS.
(a) PRESUMPTIVE PERIOD FOR UNDIAGNOSED

ILLNESSES.—Section 1117 is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘within

the presumptive period prescribed under sub-
section (b)’’ and inserting ‘‘before December 31,
2011, or such later date as the Secretary may
prescribe by regulation’’;

(2) by striking subsection (b); and
(3) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), (e),

and (f) as subsections (b), (c), (d), and (e), re-
spectively.

(b) ILLNESSES THAT CANNOT BE CLEARLY DE-
FINED.—Subsection (a) of that section is further
amended by inserting ‘‘or any poorly defined
chronic multisymptom illness of unknown eti-
ology, regardless of diagnosis, characterized by
two or more of the signs or symptoms listed in
subsection (f)’’ after ‘‘illnesses)’’.

(c) SIGNS OR SYMPTOMS THAT MAY INDICATE
UNDIAGNOSED ILLNESSES.—That section is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(f) For purposes of this section, signs or
symptoms that may be a manifestation of an
undiagnosed illness include the following:

‘‘(1) Fatigue.
‘‘(2) Unexplained rashes or other dermato-

logical signs or symptoms.
‘‘(3) Headache.
‘‘(4) Muscle pain.
‘‘(5) Joint pain.
‘‘(6) Neurologic signs or symptoms.
‘‘(7) Neuropsychological signs or symptoms.
‘‘(8) Signs or symptoms involving the res-

piratory system (upper or lower).
‘‘(9) Sleep disturbances.
‘‘(10) Gastrointestinal signs or symptoms.
‘‘(11) Cardiovascular signs or symptoms.
‘‘(12) Abnormal weight loss.
‘‘(13) Menstrual disorders.’’.
(d) PRESUMPTION OF SERVICE CONNECTION

PROGRAM.—Section 1118(a) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) For purposes of this section, signs or
symptoms that may be a manifestation of an
undiagnosed illness include the signs and symp-
toms listed in section 1117(f) of this title.’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect on April 1, 2002.
SEC. 203. EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN ADDITIONAL

INCOME FROM DETERMINATIONS OF
ANNUAL INCOME FOR PENSION PUR-
POSES.

(a) LIFE INSURANCE PROCEEDS.—Subsection
(a) of section 1503 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking the period at
the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph (11):

‘‘(11) proceeds (in an amount equal to or less
than the amount prescribed by the Secretary for
purposes of this paragraph, subject to sub-
section (c)) of any life insurance policy of a vet-
eran; and’’.

(b) OTHER NON-RECURRING INCOME.—That
subsection is further amended by inserting after
paragraph (11), as added by subsection (a)(3) of
this section, the following new paragraph (12):

‘‘(12) any other non-recurring income (in an
amount equal to or less than the amount pre-
scribed by the Secretary for purposes of this
paragraph, subject to subsection (c)) from any
source.’’.

(c) EXCLUDABLE AMOUNTS OF LIFE INSURANCE
PROCEEDS AND OTHER NON-RECURRING IN-
COME.—That section is further amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) In prescribing amounts for purposes of
paragraph (11) or (12) of subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall take into consideration the amount
of income from insurance proceeds or other non-
recurring income, as the case may be, that is
reasonable for individuals eligible for pension to
consume for their maintenance.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect on January 1,
2002, and shall apply with respect to determina-
tions of annual income under section 1503 of
title 38, United States Code, as so amended, on
or after that date.
SEC. 204. TIME LIMITATION ON RECEIPT OF

CLAIM INFORMATION PURSUANT TO
REQUEST BY DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5102 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) TIME LIMITATION.—(1) If information
that a claimant and the claimant’s representa-
tive, if any, are notified under subsection (b) is
necessary to complete an application is not re-
ceived by the Secretary within one year from the
date of such notification, no benefit may be paid
or furnished by reason of the claimant’s appli-
cation.

‘‘(2) This subsection shall not apply to any
application or claim for Government life insur-
ance benefits.’’.

(b) REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED PROVISIONS.—Sec-
tion 5103 is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) REQUIRED INFORMATION
AND EVIDENCE.—’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (b).
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made

by this section shall take effect as if enacted on
November 9, 2000, immediately after the enact-
ment of the Veterans Claims Assistance Act of
2000 (Public Law 106–475; 114 Stat. 2096).
SEC. 205. EFFECTIVE DATE OF CHANGE IN RECUR-

RING INCOME FOR PENSION PUR-
POSES.

Section 5112(b)(4) is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting the following new
subparagraph (A):

‘‘(A) change in recurring income will be the
last day of the calendar year in which the
change occurred (with the pension rate for the
following calendar year based on all anticipated
countable income); and’’.
SEC. 206. PROHIBITION ON PROVISION OF CER-

TAIN BENEFITS WITH RESPECT TO
VETERANS WHO ARE FUGITIVE FEL-
ONS.

(a) PROHIBITION.—(1) Chapter 53 is amended
by inserting after section 5313A the following
new section:

‘‘§ 5313B. Prohibition on providing certain
benefits with respect to veterans who are fu-
gitive felons
‘‘(a) A veteran described in subsection (b), or

dependent of the veteran, who is otherwise eligi-
ble for a benefit described in subsection (c) may
not be paid or otherwise provided such benefit
during any period in which the veteran is a fu-
gitive as described in subsection (b).

‘‘(b)(1) A veteran described in this subsection
is a veteran who is a fugitive by reason of—

‘‘(A) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or custody
or confinement after conviction, for an offense,
or an attempt to commit an offense, which is a
felony under the laws of the place from which
the veteran flees; or

‘‘(B) violating a condition of probation or pa-
role imposed under Federal or State law.

‘‘(2) For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘felony’ includes a high misdemeanor under the
laws of a State which characterizes as high mis-
demeanors offenses that would be felony of-
fenses under Federal law.

‘‘(c) A benefit described in this subsection is
any benefit under the following:

‘‘(1) Chapter 11 of this title.
‘‘(2) Chapter 13 of this title.
‘‘(3) Chapter 15 of this title.
‘‘(4) Chapter 17 of this title.
‘‘(5) Chapter 19 of this title.
‘‘(6) Chapters 30, 31, 32, 34, and 35 of this title.
‘‘(7) Chapter 37 of this title.
‘‘(d)(1) The Secretary shall furnish to any

Federal, State, or local law enforcement official,
upon the written request of such official, the
most current address maintained by the Sec-
retary of a veteran who is eligible for a benefit
described in subsection (c) if such official—

‘‘(A) provides the Secretary such information
as the Secretary may require to fully identify
the veteran;

‘‘(B) identifies the veteran as being a fugitive
described in subsection (b); and

‘‘(C) certifies to the Secretary that the loca-
tion and apprehension of the veteran is within
the official duties of such official.

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall enter into memo-
randa of understanding with Federal law en-
forcement agencies, and may enter into agree-
ments with State and local law enforcement
agencies, for purposes of furnishing information
to such agencies under paragraph (1).’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
that chapter is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 5313A the following new
item:

‘‘5313B. Prohibition on providing certain bene-
fits with respect to veterans who
are fugitive felons.’’.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON ENTRY INTO MEMO-
RANDA OF UNDERSTANDING AND AGREEMENTS.—
It is the sense of Congress that the memoranda
of understanding and agreements referred to in
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section 5313B(d)(2) of title 38, United States
Code (as added by subsection (a)), should be en-
tered into as soon as practicable after the date
of the enactment of this Act, but not later than
six months after that date.
SEC. 207. LIMITATION ON PAYMENT OF COM-

PENSATION FOR VETERANS REMAIN-
ING INCARCERATED FOR FELONIES
COMMITTED BEFORE OCTOBER 7,
1980.

(a) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the payment of compensation
to or with respect to a veteran described in sub-
section (b) shall, for the remainder of the period
of incarceration of the veteran described in that
subsection, be subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 5313 of title 38, United States Code, other
than subsection (d) of that section.

(b) COVERED VETERANS.—A veteran described
in this subsection is any veteran entitled to com-
pensation who—

(1) was incarcerated on October 7, 1980, for a
felony committed before that date; and

(2) remains incarcerated for conviction of that
felony after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall take
effect 90 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, and shall apply with respect to the
payment of compensation for months beginning
on or after that date.

(d) COMPENSATION DEFINED.—For purposes of
this section, the term ‘‘compensation’’ shall
have the meaning given that term in section 5313
of title 38, United States Code.
SEC. 208. REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS

OF BENEFITS TO INCOMPETENT IN-
STITUTIONALIZED VETERANS.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 5503 is amended—
(1) by striking subsections (b) and (c); and
(2) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), and

(f) as subsections (b), (c), and (d), respectively.
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section

1114(r) is amended by striking ‘‘section 5503(e)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 5503(c)’’.

(2) Section 5112 is amended by striking sub-
section (c).
SEC. 209. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN EXPIRING AU-

THORITIES.
(a) INCOME VERIFICATION AUTHORITY.—Sec-

tion 5317(g) is amended by striking ‘‘September
30, 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2011’’.

(b) LIMITATION ON PENSION FOR CERTAIN RE-
CIPIENTS OF MEDICAID-COVERED NURSING HOME
CARE.—Paragraph (7) of subsection (d) of sec-
tion 5503, as redesignated by section 208(a)(2) of
this Act, is amended by striking ‘‘September 30,
2008’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2011’’.

TITLE III—HOUSING MATTERS
SEC. 301. INCREASE IN HOME LOAN GUARANTY

AMOUNT FOR CONSTRUCTION AND
PURCHASE OF HOMES.

Section 3703(a)(1) is amended by striking
‘‘$50,750’’ each place it appears in subpara-
graphs (A)(i)(IV) and (B) and inserting
‘‘$63,175’’.
SEC. 302. FOUR-YEAR EXTENSION OF NATIVE

AMERICAN VETERANS HOUSING
LOAN PROGRAM.

(a) EXTENSION OF PILOT PROGRAM.—Section
3761(c) is amended by striking ‘‘December 31,
2001’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2005’’.

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Section 3762(j) is
amended by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting
‘‘2006’’.
SEC. 303. EXTENSION OF OTHER EXPIRING AU-

THORITIES.
(a) HOUSING LOANS FOR MEMBERS OF THE SE-

LECTED RESERVE.—Section 3702(a)(2)(E) is
amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 2007’’ and
inserting ‘‘September 30, 2011’’.

(b) ENHANCED LOAN ASSET SALE AUTHORITY.—
Section 3720(h)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31,
2011’’.

(c) HOME LOAN FEE AUTHORITIES.—The table
in section 3729(b)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘Oc-

tober 1, 2008’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘October 1, 2011’’.

(d) PROCEDURES APPLICABLE TO LIQUIDATION
SALES ON DEFAULTED HOME LOANS GUARANTEED
BY THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS.—
Section 3732(c)(11) is amended by striking ‘‘Oc-
tober 1, 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2011’’.

TITLE IV—BURIAL MATTERS
SEC. 401. INCREASE IN BURIAL AND FUNERAL EX-

PENSE BENEFIT FOR VETERANS
WHO DIE OF SERVICE-CONNECTED
DISABILITIES.

(a) BURIAL AND FUNERAL EXPENSES.—Section
2307(1) is amended by striking ‘‘$1,500’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$2,000’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to deaths occur-
ring on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 402. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE BRONZE

GRAVE MARKERS FOR PRIVATELY
MARKED GRAVES.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Section 2306 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(f) In the case of the grave of an individual
described in subsection (a) that has been marked
by a privately-furnished headstone or marker,
the Secretary may furnish, when requested, a
bronze marker to commemorate the individual’s
military service. The bronze marker may be
placed at the gravesite or at another location
designated by the cemetery concerned as a loca-
tion for the commemoration of the individual’s
military service.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (f) of section
2306 of title 38, United States Code, as added by
subsection (a) of this section, shall apply with
respect to deaths as follows:

(1) Any death occurring on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

(2) Any death occurring before that date, but
after on or after November 1, 1990, if request is
made to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs with
respect to such death under such subsection (f)
not later than four years after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(c) STYLISTIC AMENDMENT.—Subsection (c) of
section 2306 is amended by striking ‘‘of this sec-
tion’’.

TITLE V—OTHER BENEFITS MATTERS
SEC. 501. REPEAL OF FISCAL YEAR LIMITATION

ON NUMBER OF VETERANS IN PRO-
GRAMS OF INDEPENDENT LIVING
SERVICES AND ASSISTANCE.

(a) REPEAL OF LIMITATION.—Section 3120(e) is
amended by striking ‘‘Programs’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘such programs’’ and inserting
‘‘First priority in the provision of programs of
independent living services and assistance
under this section’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on September
30, 2001.

TITLE VI—UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS

SEC. 601. TEMPORARY EXPANSION OF UNITED
STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR
VETERANS CLAIMS TO FACILITATE
STAGGERED TERMS OF JUDGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Section 7253 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(h) TEMPORARY EXPANSION OF COURT.—(1)
Notwithstanding subsection (a) and subject to
the provisions of this subsection, the authorized
number of judges of the Court from the date of
the enactment of this subsection until August
15, 2005, is nine judges.

‘‘(2) Of the two additional judges authorized
by this subsection—

‘‘(A) only one judge may be appointed pursu-
ant to a nomination made in 2001 or 2002;

‘‘(B) only one judge may be appointed pursu-
ant to a nomination made in 2003; and

‘‘(C) if no judge is appointed pursuant to a
nomination covered by subparagraph (A), a
nomination covered by subparagraph (B), or

neither a nomination covered by subparagraph
(A) nor a nomination covered by subparagraph
(B), the number of judges authorized by this
subsection but not appointed as described in
subparagraph (A), (B), or both, as the case may
be, may be appointed pursuant to a nomination
or nominations made in 2004, but only if such
nomination or nominations, as the case may be,
are made before September 30, 2004.

‘‘(3) The term of office and eligibility for re-
tirement of a judge appointed under this sub-
section, other than a judge described in para-
graph (4), shall be governed by the provisions of
section 1012 of the Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims Amendments of 1999 (title X of Public
Law 106–117; 113 Stat. 1590; 38 U.S.C. 7296 note)
if the judge is one of the first two judges ap-
pointed to the Court after November 30, 1999.

‘‘(4) A judge of the Court as of the date of the
enactment of this subsection who was appointed
before 1991 may accept appointment as a judge
of the Court under this subsection notwith-
standing that the term of office of the judge on
the Court has not yet expired under this sec-
tion.’’.

(2) No appointment may be made under sec-
tion 7253 of title 38, United States Code, as
amended by paragraph (1), if the appointment
would provide for a number of judges in excess
of seven judges (other than judges serving in re-
call status under section 7257 of title 38, United
States Code) who were appointed to the United
States Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims
after January 1, 1997.

(b) STYLISTIC AMENDMENTS.—That section is
further amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘APPOINT-
MENT.—’’ before ‘‘The judges’’;

(2) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘TERM OF
OFFICE.—’’ before ‘‘The terms’’;

(3) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘(f)(1)’’ and
inserting ‘‘(f) REMOVAL.—(1)’’; and

(4) in subsection (g), by inserting ‘‘RULES.—’’
before ‘‘The Court’’.
SEC. 602. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR WRIT-

TEN NOTICE REGARDING ACCEPT-
ANCE OF REAPPOINTMENT AS CON-
DITION TO RETIREMENT FROM
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR VETERANS CLAIMS.

Section 7296(b)(2) is amended by striking the
second sentence.
SEC. 603. TERMINATION OF NOTICE OF DIS-

AGREEMENT AS JURISDICTIONAL
REQUIREMENT FOR UNITED STATES
COURT OF APPEALS FOR VETERANS
CLAIMS.

(a) TERMINATION.—Section 402 of the Vet-
erans’ Judicial Review Act (division A of Public
Law 100–687; 102 Stat. 4122; 38 U.S.C. 7251 note)
is repealed.

(b) ATTORNEY FEES.—Section 403 of the Vet-
erans’ Judicial Review Act (102 Stat. 4122; 38
U.S.C. 5904 note) is repealed.

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—The repeal in subsection
(a) may not be construed to confer upon the
United States Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims jurisdiction over any appeal or other
matter not within the jurisdiction of the Court
as provided in section 7266(a) of title 38, United
States Code.

(d) APPLICABILITY.—The repeals made by sub-
sections (a) and (b) shall apply to—

(1) any appeal filed with the United States
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims on or after
the date of the enactment of this Act; and

(2) any appeal pending before the Court on
that date, other than an appeal in which the
Court has made a final disposition under section
7267 of title 38, United States Code, even though
such appeal is not yet final under section
7291(a) of title 38, United States Code.
SEC. 604. REGISTRATION FEES.

(a) REGISTRATION FEES FOR PARTICIPATION IN
OTHER COURT-SPONSORED ACTIVITIES.—Sub-
section (a) of section 7285 is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(a) The Count of Appeals for Veterans
Claims may impose registration fees as follows:
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‘‘(1) Periodic registration fees on persons ad-

mitted to practice before the Court, in such fre-
quency and amount (not to exceed $30 per year)
as the Court may provide.

‘‘(2) Registration fees on persons (other than
judges of the Court) participating at judicial
conferences convened pursuant to section 7286
of this title, and at other Court-sponsored ac-
tivities.’’.

(b) AVAILABILITY OF REGISTRATION FEES.—
Subsection (b) of that section is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘employing
independent counsel’’ and inserting ‘‘con-
ducting investigations and proceedings, includ-
ing the employment of independent counsel,’’;
and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘administra-
tive costs for the implementation of the stand-
ards of proficiency prescribed for practice before
the Court’’ and inserting ‘‘the expenses of judi-
cial conferences convened pursuant to section
7286 of this title, and of other Court-sponsored
activities covered by paragraph (2) of that sub-
section, and the expenses of other activities and
programs of the Court intended to support and
foster communications and relationships be-
tween the Court and persons practicing before
the Court, or the study, understanding, public
commemoration, or improvement of veterans law
or of the work of the Court’’.

(c) CONFORMING AND CLERICAL AMEND-
MENTS.—(1) The section heading for section 7285
is amended to read as follows:
‘‘§ 7285. Registration fees’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
chapter 72 is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 7285 and inserting the following
new item:
‘‘7285. Registration fees.’’.
SEC. 605. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter III of chapter 72
is amended by inserting after section 7286 the
following new section:
‘‘§ 7287. Administration

‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
the Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims may
exercise, for purposes of management, adminis-
tration, and expenditure of funds of the Court,
the authorities provided for such purposes by
any provision of law (including any limitation
with respect to such provision of law) applicable
to a court of the United States (as that term is
defined in section 451 of title 28), except to the
extent that such provision of law is inconsistent
with a provision of this chapter.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 72 is amended
by inserting after the item related to section 7286
the following new item:
‘‘7287. Administration.’’.

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A Bill to
amend title 38, United States Code, to mod-
ify and improve authorities relating to edu-
cation benefits, compensation and pension
benefits, housing benefits, burial benefits,
and vocational rehabilitation benefits for
veterans, to modify certain authorities relat-
ing to the United States Court of Appeals for
Veterans Claims, and for other purposes.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2462

Mr. REID. Senators ROCKEFELLER
and SPECTER have an amendment at
the desk, and I ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for

Mr. ROCKEFELLER and Mr. SPECTER, proposes
an amendment numbered 2462.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments submitted.’’)

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
as Chairman of the Committee on Vet-

erans’ Affairs, I urge the Senate to pass
S. 1088, the proposed ‘‘Veterans Bene-
fits Improvement Act of 2001,’’ as it
will be modified by a manager’s amend-
ment which I developed with the Com-
mittee’s Ranking Member, Senator
SPECTER. I will describe provisions of
the amendment in a moment.

The pending measure is an omnibus
bill that improves many veterans bene-
fits, such as the amount and flexibility
of the Montgomery GI Bill, and en-
hances compensation to Gulf War vet-
erans, as well as to Vietnam veterans
with Agent Orange-related conditions.

Although the Budget Resolution as-
sumed some significant spending on
veterans benefits, our Committee none-
theless had to make some difficult de-
cisions to assist the most veterans
within the resources available to our
Committee. I thank Ranking Member
Specter and the minority staff for their
significant efforts toward attaining
that goal.

S. 1088, as reported, which I will refer
to as the ‘‘Committee bill,’’ makes sig-
nificant enhancements to educational
benefits for veterans and their fami-
lies. The original GI Bill allowed a gen-
eration of soldiers returning from
World War II to create the booming
post-war economy, and, in fact, the
prosperity that we enjoy today. To-
day’s Montgomery GI Bill (MGIB),
modeled after the original GI Bill, pro-
vides a valuable recruitment and reten-
tion tool for the Armed Services and
begins to repay veterans for the service
they have given to our Nation. As a
transition benefit, it allows veterans to
gain the skills they need to adjust pro-
ductively to civilian life.

I am very pleased that section 101 of
the Committee bill would increase the
MGIB basic monthly benefit by $50 per
month this year, $100 in 2002, and $150
in 2003. I am even more proud that S.
1088 also takes the next evolutionary
step to keep pace with the careers and
education that today’s veterans re-
quire. As our colleagues know, many
servicemembers leave the military
with skills that place them in demand
for careers in the technology sector.
But even these veterans may require
coursework to convert their military
skills to civilian careers. Section 103 of
the Committee bill would allow vet-
erans to use their Montgomery GI Bill
educational benefits to pay for short-
term, high technology courses that
would allow veterans to earn the cre-
dentials they need to gain entry to lu-
crative civilian-sector careers.

Currently, the MGIB provides a basic
monthly benefit of $672 for 36 months
of education. This payment structure
is designed to assist veterans pursuing
traditional four-year degrees at univer-
sities. However, in today’s fast paced,
high-tech economy, traditional degrees
may not always be the best option.
Many veterans are pursuing forms of
nontraditional training, such as short-
term courses that lead to certification
in a technical field. In certain fields,
these certifications are a prerequisite
to employment.

These courses, such as Microsoft or
Cisco systems training, may be offered
through training centers, private con-
tractors to community colleges, or the
companies themselves. They often last
just a few weeks or months, and can
cost many thousands of dollars. The
way MGIB is paid out in monthly dis-
bursements is not suited to this course
structure. For example, MGIB would
pay less than $1,400 for a two-month
course that could cost as much as
$10,000.

The percentage of veterans who actu-
ally use the MGIB benefits they have
earned and paid for is startlingly low—
45% of eligible veterans, according to
VA’s Program Evaluation of the Mont-
gomery GI Bill published in April
2000—despite almost full enrollment in
the program by servicemembers. By in-
creasing the flexibility of the MGIB
program, we will permit more veterans
to take advantage of these benefits. We
should give veterans the right to
choose whatever kind of educational
program will be best for them.

This legislation would modify the
payment method to accommodate the
compressed schedule of the courses.
Specifically, section 103 would allow
veterans to receive an accelerated pay-
ment equal to 60 percent of the cost of
the program. This is comparable to
VA’s MGIB benefit for flight training,
for which VA reimburses 60 percent of
the costs. The dollar value of the accel-
erated payment would then be de-
ducted from the veteran’s remaining
entitlement. This provision would also
allow courses offered by these pro-
viders to be covered by MGIB.

Another provision of the Committee
bill would correct an unintended exclu-
sion of certain Gulf War veterans from
eligibility for service-connected bene-
fits. Our efforts to explain symptoms
reported by many troops returning
from the 1991 Gulf War have been frus-
trated by inconclusive scientific data
and by poor military recordkeeping
during the conflict. In 1994, Congress
passed the Persian Gulf War Veterans’
Benefits Act to provide compensation
to certain Gulf War veterans disabled
by ‘‘undiagnosed illnesses’’ for which
no other causes could be identified.

Since then, changes in medical ter-
minology have led many Gulf War vet-
erans to receive diagnoses for chronic
conditions without known cause—such
as chronic fatigue syndrome and
fibromyalgia—which VA has inter-
preted as precluding them from eligi-
bility for benefits. Section 202 of the
Committee bill would correct this un-
intended exclusion by expanding serv-
ice connection to ‘‘poorly defined
chronic multisymptom illnesses of un-
known etiology, regardless of diag-
nosis,’’ characterized by the symptoms
already listed in VA regulations.

Because scientific research has still
determined neither the cause of vet-
erans’ symptoms nor the long-term
health consequences of Gulf War-era
exposures, and because the Department
of Defense recently expanded its esti-
mates of who might have been exposed
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to nerve agents, this section also ex-
tends the presumptive period for bene-
fits for Gulf War veterans for 10 more
years. I thank the Committee’s newest
member, Senator HUTCHISON, for her
leadership on this issue.

For many years there has been a pro-
hibition on paying compensation and
pension benefits to an incompetent vet-
eran who has no dependents and who
has assets of $1,500 or more, if the vet-
eran is being provided institutional
health care by the government. This
reduction of benefits to this population
of veterans dates back to 1933, when in-
competent individuals might be insti-
tutionalized for years. At that time, it
was believed that a large estate based
on the veteran’s benefits should not be
allowed to build up just to pass to the
state upon the veteran’s death. Now,
however, treatment modalities have
changed and veterans do not generally
remain hospitalized for years at a time.
Instead, they are more likely to cycle
in and out of treatment, which results
in virtually constant suspension and
reinstatement of their benefits.

Last year, in Public Law 106–419, Con-
gress addressed this anomaly in law.
Although we had hoped to fully elimi-
nate the disparate and discriminatory
treatment of incompetent veterans,
due to cost restraints we were only
able to raise the dollar amount of the
cutoff from $1,500 to five times the 100
percent compensation rate, which is
$10,535 in the current year. The current
monthly VA disability compensation
rate for a veteran rated 100 percent dis-
abled is $2,107.

Section 209 would fully repeal the
limitation on payment of benefits to
incompetent institutionalized veterans
who have no dependents and thereby
end decades of prejudice and discrimi-
nation against these veterans.

The Committee bill also enhances
and extends home loan programs. As
most of our colleagues appreciate, VA
does not provide a direct home loan for
servicemembers and veterans. Instead,
it provides a guaranty to mortgage
lenders should the borrower veteran be
unable to meet the payments and go
into foreclosure. A VA guaranty allows
a veteran to buy a home valued at up
to four times the guaranty amount.
The price of homes in major metropoli-
tan areas has increased significantly in
the last several years, yet the VA guar-
anty amount has not been increased
since 1994. VA estimates that during
fiscal year 2001, VA will have guaran-
teed 250,000 loans for veterans.

Section 301 would increase the home
loan guaranty amount to $63,175 from
the current $50,750 to keep pace with
FHA loan guaranties, thereby sup-
porting a loan of up to $252,700.

Section 302 would extend the Native
American veterans housing loan pro-
gram, set to expire in 2002, by 4 years.
Special authority to provide these
loans is necessary, in addition to the
general VA home loan guaranty, be-
cause these homes sit on tribal land.
This makes traditional foreclosure and

resale by the mortgage holders impos-
sible.

Section 303 would extend for 4 years
the authority for housing loan guaran-
ties for members of the Selected Re-
serve, currently set to expire in 2007.
Reservists must serve 6 years in order
to become eligible for a VA-guaranteed
loan. In order for the home loan to be
used as a recruiting incentive now, the
benefit must be authorized beyond 6
years. Senator AKAKA, my good friend
and colleague on the Committee, has
again championed the loan programs
for Native Americans and reservists in
the Senate.

I now turn to the provisions con-
tained in the manager’s amendment.
They include further enhancements to
educational benefits, pension sim-
plification, and eliminating an arbi-
trary bar to benefits for Vietnam vet-
erans suffering from Agent Orange-re-
lated respiratory cancers.

First, new section 105 would protect
educational benefits for those that
must leave their course of study to
serve on active duty in support of the
National Emergency declared in re-
sponse to the events of September 11,
2001. This provision would restore edu-
cational entitlements for recipients of
the Montgomery GI Bill, Veterans Edu-
cational Assistance Program, VEAP,
and Dependent’s Educational Allow-
ance, DEA, for regular servicemembers
and reservists who are called up for ac-
tive duty and who are forced to relo-
cate or take on extra work because of
their participation in support of the
National Emergency. This provision
would be an amendment to a provision
that restores such entitlements for
servicemembers and reservists called
to active duty for the Persian Gulf
War. In 1997, Congress similarly ex-
panded educational benefits restora-
tion for the Selected Reserve Program.

New section 106 would increase the
Dependent’s Educational Allowance
(DEA) for dependents and eligible
spouses of veterans. Congress created
this educational program in 1968 to
provide educational opportunities to
children whose education would be im-
peded or interrupted because of the dis-
ability or death of a parent from a dis-
ease or injury incurred or aggravated
in the Armed Forces. In addition,
unremarried surviving spouses of vet-
erans are generally eligible for the edu-
cational allowance in order to assist
them in preparing to support them-
selves and their families at the stand-
ard-of-living level that the veteran
could have been expected to provide for
his or her family but for the service-
connected disability or death. Children
and surviving spouses of
servicemembers who are missing in ac-
tion for 90 days, captured in the line of
duty by a hostile force, or detained or
interned by a foreign government, are
also eligible for the educational allow-
ance.

DEA is available for full-time, three-
quarter time or half-time attendance
at an institution of higher learning, for

students taking correspondence
courses, pursuing special restorative
training, or apprenticeship training.
The increase in DEA for full-time stu-
dents would be to $690 from $608 on No-
vember 1, 2002, with no cost-of-living
adjustment that year. The allowance
for a three-quarter time student would
increase to $517 from $456, and the al-
lowance for half-time pursuit would in-
crease to $345 from $304.

In addition, new section 107 would ad-
dress statutory gaps that led to a court
decision, Ozer v. Principi, 14 Vet.App.
257 (2001), that eliminated the delim-
iting date for use of DEA benefits by
surviving spouses. Under the new pro-
vision, subject to the Secretary’s ap-
proval, the surviving spouse would be
allowed to change the beginning date
of the 10-year period during which he
or she is eligible for benefits. This pro-
vision would allow the surviving spouse
to select the beginning date of eligi-
bility from any date between the effec-
tive rating of the veteran’s total and
permanent service-connected disability
and the date on which the Secretary
determines that the veteran died of a
service-connected disability. The
amendment would restore the delim-
iting date provision, making the DEA
program more uniform with other VA
educational programs.

New section 201 would remove the ar-
bitrary 30-year limit for manifestation
of Agent Orange-related respiratory
cancers in Vietnam veterans. Cur-
rently, title 38, United States Code,
only provides a presumption in Viet-
nam veterans for respiratory cancer if
the disease manifested within 30 years
of their service in Vietnam. The most
recent National Academy of Sciences
report confirmed that there is no sci-
entific basis for assuming that cancers
linked to dioxin exposure would occur
with a specific window of time. This
provision would eliminate the 30-year
limit and allow future claims for Viet-
nam veterans’ respiratory cancers, ir-
respective of the date of manifestation
of the disease.

Finally, new section 203 would re-
store the presumption of disability for
pension purposes by allowing VA to ac-
cept certain types of evidence, beyond
just medical evidence, to establish per-
manent and total disability. VA non-
service-connected pension is a needs-
based monthly benefit paid to certain
disabled wartime veterans.

Currently, the VA must determine if
medical evidence demonstrates that
the veteran can be rated as perma-
nently and totally disabled. This can
be a very time-consuming process that
creates hardships for pension claim-
ants. This provision would allow VA to
consider a veteran to be permanently
and totally disabled for pension pur-
poses if the veteran is a patient in a
nursing home, the Social Security Ad-
ministration has determined that the
veteran is disabled for their benefit
programs, or the veteran is age 65 or
over. This provision should streamline
the processing of pension claims and
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provide faster service for disabled and
elderly veterans.

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues
to support these vital enhancements to
veterans benefits. As has been the case
in previous years and is particularly
important in light of our country’s cur-
rent military actions, this truly rep-
resents a bipartisan commitment to
our Nation’s veterans.

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of S. 1088 be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SUMMARY OF S. 1088, AS AMENDED BY
MANAGER’S AMENDMENT

EDUCATION:
Increase the rate of the basic benefit of the

Montgomery G.I. Bill (MGIB) from the cur-
rent $650 per month to $700 per month begin-
ning in October 1, 2001; $800 per month in Oc-
tober 1, 2002; and $950 per month in October
1, 2003.

Allows MGIB participants to receive their
otherwise monthly payment as an acceler-
ated lump-sum payment for the month in
which the course begins.

Currently, MGIB benefits are paid in
monthly installments. S. 1088 would create
flexibility in the payment method for MGIB
to partially pay for short-term/high tech
courses. It would accelerate payment of up
to 60 percent of the cost of an approved pro-
gram that leads to employment in a high
technology industry.

Preserves educational benefits for those
that must leave their course of study to
serve on active duty in support of the Na-
tional Emergency declared in response to the
events of September 11, 2001.

Increase Dependent’s Educational Allow-
ance (DEA) for dependents and eligible
spouses of veterans for full-time students is
to $690 from $588 on November 1, 2002.

COMPENSATION AND PENSION

Removes the arbitrary 30-year limit for
manifestation of Agent Orange-related res-
piratory cancers in Vietnam veterans. The
most recent National Academy of Sciences
report confirmed that there is no scientific
basis for assuming that cancers linked to
dioxin exposure would occur with a specific
window of time.

Tasks the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) to continue reviewing scientific evi-
dence on effects on dioxin or herbicide expo-
sure for 10 more years (five reports); and ex-
tends authority of the VA Secretary to pre-
sume service connection for additional dis-
eases as based on future NAS reports for 10
more years.

Expands the compensation definition of
‘‘undiagnosed illness’’ for Gulf War veterans
by adding poorly defined chronic multisymp-
tom illnesses of unknown etiology, regard-
less of diagnosis. Congress provided com-
pensation to these veterans disabled by
‘‘undiagnosed’’ illnesses. Since then many
have received diagnoses for chronic condi-
tions whose causes cannot be identified con-
clusively, but which preclude them from eli-
gibility for benefits under the current law.

Streamlines VA pension eligibility and in-
come reporting requirements.

HOUSING

Increases the home loan guaranty amount
to $63,175 from the current $50,750, to keep
pace with FHA loan guaranties supporting a
loan of up to $252,700. The VA guaranty
amount has not been increased since 1994.

Extends the Native American veterans
housing loan program, set to expire in 2002,

by four years. Special authority is necessary,
in addition to the general VA home loan
guaranty, because these homes sit on tribal
land. This makes traditional foreclosure and
resale by the mortgage holders impossible.

Extends the four years the authority for
housing loan guaranties for members of the
Selected Reserve (now set to expire in 2007).
Reservists must serve six years in order to
become eligible for a VA-guaranteed loan. In
order for the home loan to be advertised as
a recruiting incentive now, the benefit must
be authorized beyond six years

BURIAL MATTERS

Increases VA burial benefits for service-
connected deaths of veterans from $1,500 to
$2,000.

Authorize the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to furnish bronze markers for already
marked graves in order to more permanently
commemorate the veteran’s military service.
VA is currently restricted by statute from
providing a headstone or marker for already
marked graves.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the Rockefeller-Specter substitute
amendment at the desk be agreed to;
the committee-reported substitute
amendment be agreed to, as amended;
the bill be read the third time; that the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
H.R. 1291; that the Senate proceed to
its immediate consideration; that all
after the enacting clause be stricken;
that the text of S. 1088, as amended, be
inserted in lieu thereof; that the bill be
read a third time and passed; that the
title amendment be agreed to, which I
now send to the desk; that S. 1088 be re-
turned to the calendar; and any state-
ments be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2462) was agreed
to.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The bill (H.R. 1291), as amended, was
read the third time and passed.

(The bill will be printed in a future
edition of the RECORD.)

The amendment (No. 2463) was agreed
to, as follows:

Amend the title so as the read: ‘‘A
Bill to amend title 38, United States
Code, to modify and improve authori-
ties relating to education benefits,
compensation and pension benefits,
housing benefits, burial benefits, and
vocational rehabilitation benefits for
veterans, to modify certain authorities
relating to the United States Court of
Appeals for Veterans Claims, and for
other purposes.’’.

f

MEASURE READ FOR THE FIRST
TIME—S. 1786

Mr. REID. I understand S. 1786 intro-
duced earlier today by Senator DURBIN
is at the desk, and I ask for its first
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1786) to expand aviation capacity

in the Chicago area.

Mr. REID. I ask for its second read-
ing, and I object to my own request on
behalf of the minority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The bill will be read the second time
on the next legislative day.

f

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—S. 1789

Mr. REID. I understand S. 1789, intro-
duced earlier today by Senator DODD,
is at the desk, and I ask for its first
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1789) to amend the Federal Food,

Drug, and Cosmetic Act to improve the safe-
ty and efficacy of pharmaceuticals for chil-
dren.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
strongly support the Best Pharma-
ceuticals for Children Act, which reau-
thorizes the pediatric drug exclusivity
provision enacted as part of the FDA
Modernization Act in 1997. I commend
Senator DODD and Senator DEWINE for
their effective leadership on this provi-
sion as well as Senator CLINTON for her
important contributions to this legisla-
tion, and I also commend their staffs
for their long and skilled work on this
bill.

Combined with FDA’s Rule that re-
quires pediatric testing for drugs and
biological products, this legislation is
intended to do more to see that medi-
cines are adequately tested for safety
and effectiveness in children.

The 1997 provision has been a major
success in encouraging essential stud-
ies of pharmaceutical products in chil-
dren. Dozens of such drugs have been
studied in children, and many of the
products have now been relabeled or
even reformulated for use in children.
But the 1997 provision has not been an
unqualified success. Although many
products have been studied, others
have not. For every label changed, oth-
ers remain incomplete.

This reauthorization provides that
every pharmaceutical product that is
needed to treat children will, in fact,
be studied in children. In a few years,
there will be far fewer of these prod-
ucts that lack adequate information
about pediatric use. The Food and Drug
Administration will be able to act
more quickly and successfully to see
that drug companies label their prod-
ucts for such use. The bill also gives
needed new priority to the appropriate
use of cancer drugs for children.

In addition to extending and improv-
ing this program which has been so im-
portant in improving therapies for chil-
dren, the bill closes technical loopholes
which might have improperly barred
generic drugs from the market or lim-
ited the incentives for generic drug de-
velopment.

This is a bill that will make a major
contribution to the health of American
children and I urge its prompt passage
by the Senate and the House.

Mr. REID. I ask for its second read-
ing, and I object to my own request on
behalf of the minority.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard.
The bill will be read the second time

on the next legislative day.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as in execu-
tive session, I ask unanimous consent
that at 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, December
11, the Senate proceed to executive ses-
sion to consider the following nomina-
tions: Calendar Nos. 576, 587, and 591;
that the Senate immediately vote on
each nominee; that upon the disposi-
tion of these nominations, the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the
Senate’s action, and any statements
thereon appear at the appropriate place
in the RECORD, and the Senate then re-
turn to legislative session.

I further ask unanimous consent that
it be in order for the yeas and nays on
each of the nominees with a show of
hands.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as in execu-
tive session, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

f

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, DECEMBER
10, 2001

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 3 p.m. on Mon-
day, December 10, that immediately
following the prayer and the pledge,
the Journal of proceedings be approved
to date, the morning hour be deemed
expired, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate resume consideration of
S. 1731, the farm bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there will
be no rollcall votes on Monday. The
next rollcall votes will occur on Tues-
day morning beginning at 9:30.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 3 P.M.,
MONDAY, DECEMBER 10, 2001

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate stand in
adjournment under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:29 a.m., adjourned until Monday,
December 10, 2001, at 3 p.m.

f

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate December 7, 2001:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

PETER B. TEETS, OF MARYLAND, TO BE UNDER SEC-
RETARY OF THE AIR FORCE.

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO
THE NOMINEE’S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

TAMMY DEE MCCUTCHEN, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE ADMINIS-
TRATOR OF THE WAGE AND HOUR DIVISION, DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR.

IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE REGULAR AIR FORCE OF THE UNITED STATES TO
THE POSITIONS AND GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10,
U.S.C., SECTION 8307:

To be the judge advocate general of the United
States Air Force

MAJ. GEN. THOMAS J. FISCUS

To be major general and to be the deputy judge
advocate general of the United States Air Force

BRIG. GEN. JACK L. RIVES

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be brigadier general

COL. BRUCE H. BARLOW

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be major general

BRIGADIER GENERAL KEITH B. ALEXANDER
BRIGADIER GENERAL ELDON A. BARGEWELL
BRIGADIER GENERAL DAVID W. BARNO
BRIGADIER GENERAL JOHN R. BATISTE
BRIGADIER GENERAL PETER W. CHIARELLI
BRIGADIER GENERAL CLAUDE V. CHRISTIANSON

BRIGADIER GENERAL ROBERT T. DAIL
BRIGADIER GENERAL PAUL D. EATON
BRIGADIER GENERAL KARL W. EIKENBERRY
BRIGADIER GENERAL ROBERT H. GRIFFIN
BRIGADIER GENERAL JOHN W. HOLLY
BRIGADIER GENERAL DAVID H. HUNTOON, JR.
BRIGADIER GENERAL JAMES C. HYLTON
BRIGADIER GENERAL GENE M. LACOSTE
BRIGADIER GENERAL DEE A. MCWILLIAMS
BRIGADIER GENERAL RAYMOND T. ODIERNO
BRIGADIER GENERAL VIRGIL L. PACKETT II
BRIGADIER GENERAL JOSEPH F. PETERSON
BRIGADIER GENERAL DAVID H. PETRAEUS
BRIGADIER GENERAL MARILYN A. QUAGLIOTTI
BRIGADIER GENERAL MICHAEL D. ROCHELLE
BRIGADIER GENERAL DONALD J. RYDER
BRIGADIER GENERAL HENRY W. STRATMAN
BRIGADIER GENERAL JOE G. TAYLOR, JR.
BRIGADIER GENERAL N. ROSS THOMPSON III
BRIGADIER GENERAL JAMES D. THURMAN
BRIGADIER GENERAL THOMAS R. TURNER II
BRIGADIER GENERAL MICHAEL A. VANE
BRIGADIER GENERAL WILLIAM G. WEBSTER, JR.

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

TO BE REAR ADMIRAL

REAR ADM. (LH) ANTHONY W. LENGERICH

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be rear admiral

REAR ADM. (LH) RICHARD B. PORTERFIELD

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be rear admiral (lower half)

CAPT. STEPHEN A. TURCOTTE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be rear admiral

REAR ADM. (LH) DAVID ARCHITZEL

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601:

To be vice admiral

VICE ADM. CHARLES W. MOORE, JR.

IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING
KETTY M. GONZALEZ AND ENDING AMANDA D. STOD-
DARD, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2001.

IN THE ARMY

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING VERN J. ABDOO AND
ENDING DOUGLAS K. ZIMMERMAN II, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON NOVEMBER 27, 2001.

IN THE NAVY

NAVY NOMINATION OF JOHN B. STOCKEL
NAVY NOMINATION OF PHILIP F. STANLEY
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TRIBUTE TO LANA BOLDI, UAW
REGION 1–D

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize a woman who has dedicated over
23 years to the United Automobile Workers,
Lana Boldi. As an International Representative
for UAW Region I–D, her remarkable achieve-
ments as a CAP Coordinator have brought so
many families and communities together in an
effort to educate and promote political action
and community service. As members of UAW
Region I–D gathered together on November 3,
2001 to bid farewell to Lana, a longtime friend
and advocate of the labor movement, they
honored her retirement with a celebration of
memories, laughter, and fun.

A leader and an activist all her life, Lana
Boldi was the first female apprentice in the
Fisher Body Corporation. She was a past Vice
President and Chairperson of the UAW/CAP
Council of Kalamazoo County, Chairperson of
UAW Local 488’s Community Service Com-
mittee, and Chairperson of the Labor Partici-
pation Committee of the United Way in Kala-
mazoo County. She was a founding Chair-
person and Vice President of the Coalition of
Labor Union Women (CLUW) in the Kala-
mazoo area, and on the National Task Force
of CLUW, specializing in Apprenticeships for
women. Her leadership continues today, as
she is Chair of the Kent County Democratic
Party Executive Board, of which she has been
Vice Chair of for the past five years, and con-
tinues to sit on so many other boards and
committees.

Demonstrating outstanding dedication and
commitment throughout the years, Lana Boldi
has truly led her community in a new direction,
creating and developing programs that have
advanced UAW Region I–D’s political and
community outreach services. She was a
Chairperson of the Labor Task Force for the
Prevention of Cardiovascular Disease, a board
member of the Michigan State Child Abuse
and Neglect Prevention group, and a board
member of the Community Coordinated Child
Care of Kent County. Additionally, Lana’s out-
standing efforts have not gone unrecognized,
as she has been honored with prestigious
awards from the Grand Rapids YWCA, MEA
Region 9, and the Michigan House to name a
few. Lana Boldi’s crusade to raise the stand-
ards of activism and community outreach pro-
grams is one that will be remembered by citi-
zens of this community for years to come.

I applaud Lana Boldi for her leadership and
commitment, and thank her for dedicating her
life serving her community and UAW Region
I–D. I urge my colleagues to join me in salut-
ing her for her exemplary years of service.

IN HONOR OF LORETTA A.
WASHINGTON

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
Loretta A. Washington in recognition of her
service to her community and her commitment
to God.

Loretta A. Washington was born in Brook-
lyn. The first of six children, she attended
Wingate High School and then went on to Edi-
son College in Florida. Her desire to succeed
led her back to New York where she contin-
ued her education at Baruch College.

Loretta and her husband, Michael have two
beautiful children, Chanelle and Micah. Loretta
began her career in banking at Chemical Bank
(before it became Chase) in the early 1980s.
Starting as a teller, she worked her way up
the corporate ladder. Loretta understood that
education had to be at the top of her list and
God at the beginning of the list. She chal-
lenged the way things were done at the
branch, ruffling feathers along the way; how-
ever, she was able to win over the staff and
customers with a combination of her kindness,
business sense and smile.

In the summer of 1999, a Branch manager
position opened at the Bedford Avenue branch
and Loretta jumped at the opportunity to en-
hance her career. She welcomed the oppor-
tunity to make a difference in the community
in which she lived her entire life.

Loretta’s primary focus is to impart her fi-
nancial knowledge to businesses in the com-
munity, in hopes of building and improving fi-
nancial awareness for all. She is dedicated to
God and the community in which he allows
her to serve. Her motto is, ‘‘Let’s serve the
people with a smile!’’

Mr. Speaker, Loretta A. Washington serves
her community and her religious beliefs
through her work. As such she is more than
worthy of receiving our recognition and I urge
my colleagues to join me in honoring this truly
dedicated spiritual woman.

f

EXPRESSING SENSE OF HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES THAT VET-
ERANS DAY CONTINUE TO BE
OBSERVED ON NOVEMBER 11

SPEECH OF

HON. JAMES T. WALSH
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 4, 2001

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H. Res. 298 sponsored by Con-
gressman FRELINGHUYSEN that ensures No-
vember 11 remains a day solely committed to
United States Veterans, a separate day from
any other federal holiday, day for federal elec-
tions, or day for national observances.

Veterans Day is a day of celebration, a day
of remembrance, and a day of thanks. It is a
day when we celebrate the challenges that our
country has faced and the moments in Amer-
ica’s history where we have united on land,
air, and sea to fight for our country and to en-
sure security, happiness, and safety for our
world’s people. It is the one day a year when
we remember the men and women who sac-
rificed their lives’ for our country, its ideals,
and its foundation of personal freedom. It is a
day to remember the families of the victims
who may have lost a son, daughter, husband
or wife during times of war. And above all, it
is a day of thanks for the 25.5 million veterans
today who look towards the American flag with
such feeling of pride, devotion, and American
spirit and who define what it is to be an Amer-
ican.

United States veterans truly are some of our
nation’s bravest citizens. They not only risked
their own lives but sacrificed time away from
their loved ones to protect our country. Be-
cause of their sacrifice this day of honor
should remain solely theirs. Since November
11, 1919, we have been acknowledging these
men and women annually. It would be a trag-
edy if we try to combine their memorial with
other days of observance.

As Chairman of the VA/HUD Subcommittee
for the past three years, I have had the privi-
lege of working very closely with veterans and
their various organizations. A day in their
honor is the least we can do to acknowledge
the pledge they have made to a grateful na-
tion.

f

TRIBUTE TO GURMALE SINGH
GREWAL, 2001 DEVELOPER OF
THE YEAR

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
pay tribute to a man whose leadership and
achievements span the decades and who has
touched the lives of so many across south-
eastern Michigan, Gurmale Singh Grewal, or
Gary, as many of his friends and associates
have come to know him. As members of the
Building Industry Association of Southeastern
Michigan and the Apartment Association of
Michigan gathered together on November 27,
2001 for their Leadership Recognition and
Awards Night, they honored Gurmale Singh
Grewal as their 2001 ‘‘Developer of the Year’’.

As Singh Development Company CEO and
a distinguished businessman, Gary has dem-
onstrated outstanding dedication and commit-
ment to his family, work, and community for
many years. Beginning in 1921, Gary’s grand-
father, Sarwan S. Grewal, left his village in
India for the United States, heading to Cali-
fornia and then settling in Detroit. With a
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strong interest in land and building develop-
ment, Sarwan Grewal purchased the Wol-
verine Hotel in Detroit, which today is the cur-
rent location of Comerica Park. Believing firm-
ly in the traditions of family, hard work, and
advancement, he brought his grandsons,
Tahil, Lushman, Jeat, and Gurmale to the
United States for their education. Upon the
death of Sarwan, they unanimously agreed to
carry on in their grandfather’s footsteps. Gary
received a degree in Business in 1973 from
Wayne State University, and in that same year
established the Singh Development Company,
Ltd. Chosen as the company’s CEO in 1973,
Gurmale still heads Singh Development today,
now a third generation, family-owned and op-
erated company.

With current developments in many metro-
politan Detroit area communities including Au-
burn Hills, Birmingham, Canton, Detroit, Novi,
Northville, Rochester Hills, West Bloomfield,
and Wixom, Singh developments comprise
over 5,000 multi-family and senior apartments,
2,100 single family homes, and over 400,000
square feet of commercial property space.
Today, Singh Development Company, Ltd. is
one of the oldest Indian-owned companies in
the United States.

The Grewal family is also one of the oldest
Sikh Indian families in the United States, and
as Sikhs carry the honor in northwest India of
being the ‘‘Lions’’ or ‘‘Warriors’’ through their
shared middle name Singh, they strive to pro-
tect of all that is good. The Grewal family car-
ries the Singh name with pride, and Gary and
his family truly reflect this in their business
ethics and practices today.

Gary, like his grandfather before him, car-
ries on the traditions of family, hard work, and
advancement, and it is practice of these prin-
ciples that has truly been the driving force in
the success of Singh Development. He is a
distinguished businessman, family man, and a
leader in his community. It gives me great
pleasure to honor Gary, for his leadership and
commitment, and I urge my colleagues to join
me in saluting him for his exemplary years of
dedication.

f

IN HONOR OF BERTA MAY BARKER
DYER

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of

Berta May Barker Dyer in recognition of her
commitment to her community and her family.

Berta May Barker Dyer is a native of Costa
Rica. She lived in Colon, Panama for several
years before she moved to the United States
and became a citizen.

Berta’s first career was as an elementary-
school teacher. After some consideration, she
decided to put aside her career as an educa-
tor and take care of her eleven children. Rec-
ognizing the importance of education, she
supported and encouraged her children’s pur-
suit of professional careers. Several of them
became professionals working in the areas of
education, cosmetics, electricity, medicine, the
U.S. Marines, the airline industry, and house-
wives. She credits her parents the late Joney
Dyer de Barker and Steven Parchment with in-
stilling the importance of education in her as
well as a guiding and nurturing spirit.

At Berta’s tender age of seventy-one she
has a wonderful rapport with her thirty-three
grandchildren and enjoys visiting with her five
great grandchildren in Colon, Panama. She
still finds time to read and preach to several
of her grandchildren about the importance of
education.

Berta is a devout Seventh Day Adventist
who credits her strong religious background to
her beloved stepfather, Amos Barker Clark
(aka ‘‘Pa’’). She is a member of several com-
munity organizations. As a retired Nursing As-
sistant, she acts as a missionary reaching out
to the sick and shut ins throughout her Brook-
lyn community. In addition, Berta is an avid
seamstress who crochets and embroiders as a
hobby.

Mr. Speaker, Berta May Barker Dyer has
lead a life dedicated to her community and her
family. As such she is more than worthy of re-
ceiving this recognition and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in honoring this truly re-
markable woman.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ROBIN HAYES
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I would like the
record to reflect that, had I been present on
December 5, 2001, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’
on Roll Call Nos. 472, 473, 474, and 475.
Thank you.

f

NATIVE AMERICAN SMALL
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 5, 2001

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, today the
House of Representatives passed an impor-
tant bill, the American Indian Small Business
Development Act, and I was pleased to sup-
port it. This bill creates a three-year pilot pro-
gram that would provide grants to Small Busi-
ness Development Centers (SBDC) for the
purpose of assisting Native Americans start or
expand a small business. These pilot projects
will complement programs already in place
that are designed to provide culturally-tailored
business development assistance by allowing
Indian tribe members, Native Alaskans and
Native Hawaiians to access additional one-on-
one counseling and other technical assistance
that is provided by the SBDCs.

I am proud of the successful work that the
SBDCs perform in Minnesota. They provided
support and long-term counseling services last
year to over 3,500 existing and prospective
businesses, including to 77 Native Americans.
With the bill we passed today, they will be
able to expand and respond even more to the
overwhelming need for assistance in our Na-
tive American communities.

Mr. Speaker, some Tribal leaders in Min-
nesota are concerned that the bill today
doesn’t include the Native American Business
Development Centers. These centers were
created to address unique Native American

cultural and economic problems and opportu-
nities that were not being addressed by the
Small Business Administration. I share their
concern. However, I feel that we need to cre-
ate as many opportunities as possible for Na-
tive American entrepreneurs and look forward
to working with the SBDCs and Minnesota
tribes to make sure these resources are put to
good use.

The average unemployment rate on Indian
lands is 45 percent. Congress has a responsi-
bility to make sure we support all programs
that are designed to foster economic develop-
ment and to assist Native Americans to create
new small business opportunities. I’m pleased
we addressed this issue today and look for-
ward to working with my colleagues to make
sure all programs benefiting Native Americans
are fully supported by this Congress.

f

KEEPING THE SOCIAL SECURITY
PROMISE INITIATIVE

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, the success of So-
cial Security in reducing poverty among the el-
derly and providing essential income security
to America’s workers and their families is well
known. Without Social Security, nearly half of
our seniors would live in poverty. Yet Social
Security faces significant financial challenge
ahead. Unless we modernize the program’s
Depression-era financial structure, program in-
come will not cover the full cost of paying
promised benefits soon after the baby-
boomers begin retiring.

Today we must make clear to every Amer-
ican that as we determine the best way to
save Social Security for our kids and
grandkids, we will not place undue burdens on
today’s retirees and workers by reducing ben-
efits or increasing taxes.

Social Security provides at least half of re-
tirement income for over two-thirds of seniors
and 100 percent of income for almost 1 in 5
seniors. Reducing Social Security benefits
would have serious consequences for the ma-
jority of seniors and would increase their num-
ber in poverty, which is why we must find
ways to strengthen Social Security without cut-
ting benefits.

Social Security is also one of the largest fi-
nancial obligations of many families. For over
three-fourths of American families, the payroll
tax is their largest tax liability. Increasing this
tax burden would hit low- and middle-income
families the hardest, In addition, it would re-
duce the already low rates of return on these
contributions that workers may expect. So we
must find ways to strengthen Social Security
without increasing taxes.

As we debate how to strengthen Social Se-
curity, we must also keep in mind the obsta-
cles women face in ensuring financial security
for themselves and their families in the event
of retirement, disability or death. Social Secu-
rity plays an essential role in providing income
security for women, without which over half
would live in poverty. As we consider program
improvements, we must not consider reducing
the benefits or cost-of-living increases that are
so important to women.
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Social Security also plays a critical role in

providing financial security for minorities. Afri-
can Americans are more likely to receive dis-
ability benefits. Since their life expectancy is
shorter than average, survivor benefits are
also important. Also, about 2⁄3s of African
Americans and about 3 out of 5 Hispanic sen-
iors would have income below poverty without
Social Security. As we consider changes to
the program, we must not reduce the benefits
that are vital to preventing poverty among mi-
norities.

As we protect Social Security for those who
rely on it the most, we must also work to en-
sure Social Security is fair to all generations.
Our kids and grandkids need us to find a way
to improve the low rates of return they will re-
ceive from Social Security. For example, a sin-
gle man who is 31 years old today and earns
average wages can expect a rate of return on
his contributions of only a little more than 1
percent, and kids born today can expect even
less. We cannot, in fairness, allow this to con-
tinue.

The President’s bipartisan Commission to
Strengthen Social Security has talked about
the unique needs of women and minorities, as
well as the system’s low rates of return in its
Interim Report and throughout its meetings.
Soon, the Commission will recommend sev-
eral options for modernizing and strengthening
Social Security. It’s the beginning of a long
road to make American’s most important in-
come security program secure far into the fu-
ture.

That road will lead here to the Congress
where the first and the final decisions will be
made on this critical issue. My hope is those
decisions will be bipartisan from the beginning,
because that is the environment that the So-
cial Security debate deserves. So let us begin
today, as Congress first voices its views, and
let that voice be a bipartisan one.

Mr. Speaker, it is for these reasons that I
encourage all Members on both sides of the
aisle to co-sponsor this critically important res-
olution. We must act now to assure Americans
that any plan for saving Social Security will
guarantee current law promised benefits, in-
cluding cost-of-living adjustments, for current
and future retirees without increasing taxes.
Our children, our grandchildren, and future
generations deserve no less.

f

TRIBUTE TO ALBANIAN FLAG DAY

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
join the Albanian American community in cele-
brating the 89th anniversary of Albanian Flag
Day which symbolizes Albania’s independ-
ence.

On November 28, 1912 Albania declared its
independence by raising its flag in the coastal
town of Vlora. Since that glorious day, Albania
has endured many hardships but has man-
aged to persevere. The conflict that occurred
in Kosova only a short time ago tested Albania
and its people. Albania and its proud citizens
are entering into a new era of political, social,
and cultural growth. They possess a focused
vision of their future and will do all they feel
is necessary to ensure prosperity.

The United States relationship with Albania
is strong and growing stronger. This was evi-
dent when Albania pledged its support to us in
the wake of the terrorist attacks on September
11, 2001. Today, the United States is enriched
by the many Albanian Americans living here.
They have made major contributions to nearly
every facet of American society. The Albanian
community adds to the wonderfully diverse
American culture by sharing with us their cus-
toms and beliefs.

Mr. Speaker, I join the people of Albania,
those of Albanian ancestry around the world
and Albanian Americans in celebrating Alba-
nian Flag Day. I salute all of them for the tre-
mendous contributions to freedom and human
dignity which they have made.

f

IN HONOR OF DOROTHY ISAAC
FAUSTINO

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
Dorothy Isaac Faustino in recognition of her
tireless commitment to healthcare and serving
those in need.

Dorothy Isaac Faustino grew up in Bedford-
Stuyvesant and Long Island City. She earned
her nursing diploma from Kings County Hos-
pital Center’s School of Nursing. Later, she
earned her Bachelor’s degree from Adelphi
University. She also received Adelphi’s Eileen
Jacobi Leadership Award and was inducted
into the National Honor Society for Nursing,
Sigma Theta Tau.

Dorothy is not one to allow herself a mo-
ment’s rest. Following her undergraduate edu-
cation, while raising a family, working and run-
ning a Girl Scout troop for 10 years at Sacred
Heart Church, in Cambria Heights, Dorothy
earned a joint Master’s Degree from Columbia
University in Nursing and Public Health. While
there she also became involved in working
with the homeless. Together with several other
students, Dorothy and her team developed a
hand book and training curriculum for staff and
volunteers working with the homeless from
1985 to l988.

In addition, to being a tireless worker, Doro-
thy is a people person who has involved her-
self in programs that make an impact in her
community, such as, teen pregnancy pro-
grams and Brooklyn’s Perinatal Network—
where she worked for over 12 years in the
Bed-Stuy and Fort Greene communities. She
collaborated with Medgar Evers College’s
School of Continuing Education and Fort
Greene’s Youth Coalition program to develop
curricula and training programs for welfare re-
cipients to become nurse’s aides.

In 1987, Dorothy became Director of Nurs-
ing for Cumberland Diagnostic and Treatment
Center. She and her staff were deeply in-
volved in community and school based out-
reach programs. They provided health care
and education to children and teens in the
Beacon School Program in Fort Greene. In
addition, Cumberland staff provided one of the
first back to school campaigns to get children
immunized. Dorothy and her staff also worked
nights and weekends to provide health care to
families in the Auburn Family Shelter, the At-
lantic Avenue Men’s Shelter and the Brooklyn

Emergency Assistance Unit at the Duffield
Center.

Dorothy has worked with the Fort Greene
Community in providing special outreach and
health screening events for its senior citizens,
day care centers and its middle and senior
high schools. She has mentored students into
various careers and continues to work with
staff supporting them as their careers progess.
Ms. Faustino is currently the Deputy Director
for Ambulatory Care Nursing Services for the
North Brooklyn Health Network. She was pro-
fessionally involved in the Queens County
Black Nurse’s Association for over ten years.

Dorothy says she had the loving support of
her husband for 34 years until his recent
death and their daughters Nancy and Allison.
Anyone who has worked with Dorothy knows
her motto is ‘‘EACH ONE, REACH ONE,
TEACH ONE’’.

Mr. Speaker, Dorothy Faustino has lead a
life dedicated to improving her community
through her field of expertise, healthcare.
Moreover, she has distinguished herself as a
caring and committed person who brings a
high sense of integrity to her life and work. As
such, she is more than worthy of receiving this
recognition and I urge my colleagues to join
me in honoring this truly remarkable woman.

f

EXPRESSING SOLIDARITY WITH
ISRAEL IN THE FIGHT AGAINST
TERRORISM

SPEECH OF

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 5, 2001

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of this resolution, which expresses
solidarity with Israel in the fight against ter-
rorism, and as introduced by my colleagues,
House International Relations Chairman HYDE
and Ranking Member LANTOS.

Last week, Israel faced another series of
terrorist against innocent civilians, many of
them children and teenagers. An orchestrated
attack on Saturday night in Jerusalem and two
bus attacks in Haifa and near Afula in the
north of Israel caused the deaths of 32 Israelis
and injured more than 200. These attacks
have focused the world’s attention on the Pal-
estinian leadership’s failure and unwillingness
to fight terrorism. As we have seen time and
again since the launching of the September
2000 intifada, the Palestinian leadership con-
tinues to encourage violence through incite-
ment, and through institutional cooperation
among the Palestinian Authority, Hamas and
Islamic Jihad. Additionally, the Palestinian
leadership has shown a disturbing proclivity to
release terrorists from jails and to allow them
to operate freely in the territory under their
control. These actions are direct violations of
the agreements the Palestinians have signed
with Israel and the United States.

H. Con. Res. 280 clearly outlines the steps
PA Chairman Yasir Arafat and the Palestinian
leadership must take—dismantle and destroy
their terrorist infrastructure; arrest and pros-
ecute the terrorists or turn them over to the
Israeli government. If the Palestinians do not
comply, then as provided under this bill, the
President should suspend all relations with
Yasir Arafat and the Palestinian Authority. The
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U.S. relationship with the Palestinian leader-
ship has been based on a commitment to re-
nounce violence and terrorism, and to pursue
a negotiated settlement with Israel. The vio-
lence carried out by suicide terrorists this past
weekend comes less than 18 months after the
generous compromises offered by Israel at
July 2000 Camp David Summit. These com-
promises included a Palestinian state in all of
Gaza and over 95 percent of the West bank,
additional land exchanges from inside Israel
and a capital in Jerusalem. The response from
the Palestinian leadership has been 15
months of murder and terror.

I believe passage of this legislation is a crit-
ical step to show our nation’s unity with Israeli
government and the Israeli people. As a
democratic nation, the government of Israel is
entrusted with the responsibility to provide se-
curity for its citizens. This is nothing less than
what Americans expect from their own govern-
ment. Indeed, Article 51 of United Nations
Charter guarantees the inherent right of all
member states to self defense. The United
States must stand steadfastly with the Israeli
government in its fight against Palestinian ter-
ror, and I urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of this important legislation.

f

TRIBUTE TO TONY BENNETT

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I take great

pleasure in rising before you today to recog-
nize one of the world’s greatest and most ad-
mired entertainers—Tony Bennett.

World-renowned as an ‘‘individual of un-
equaled excellence,’’ Tony Bennett has re-
mained for over five decades, one of our lead-
ing male singers of traditional pop songs who
has entertained all age groups with his mag-
nificent voice and dynamic performances. In-
deed, he is an American icon whose talents
are timeless and who continues to be an inspi-
ration to all generations.

It is said of Tony Bennett that he is a su-
perb performer, a true legend of American
music, and a national treasure. While all that
may be true, Tony is all those things and so
much more.

In addition to entertaining audiences through
song, Tony Bennett is also an accomplished
painter and author, as well as a devoted phi-
lanthropist. Throughout his career, he has par-
ticipated in many humanitarian causes and
concerns. He has raised funds for the Amer-
ican Cancer Society, the Juvenile Diabetes
Foundation, and the Hospice of Baltimore. He
has worked with the Center for Handgun Con-
trol and has supported environmental issues
through such organizations as Save the
Rainforest and the Project for Walden Woods.

His charity concerts have also benefited
many causes, namely the preservation of the
Apollo Theater in my Congressional District of
Harlem in New York City.

What many people may not know is that
Tony Bennett served as a foot soldier in World
War II, and was an active participant in the lib-
eration of a concentration camp. In 1965, he
participated in the March on Selma with the
Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and re-
fused to perform in South Africa during the era
of apartheid.

Tony Bennett, who celebrated his 75th birth-
day in August of this year, is a lifelong New
Yorker born in the Astoria section of Queens.
He attended the High School of Industrial Arts
in Manhattan, where he continued nurturing
his two passions—singing and painting.

This year, Bennett founded the Frank Si-
natra School of the Arts in New York as a trib-
ute to his friend and musical mentor.

Recently, friends gathered together to com-
memorate Tony’s extraordinary and enduring
career at the pinnacle of popular music, a ca-
reer that took off shortly after Bob Hope dis-
covered Bennett in a New York nightclub in
1949. That discovery has resulted in scores of
albums, ten Grammy awards, a Lifetime
Achievement Award, and induction this year
(along with Frank Sinatra), into the Black En-
tertainment in Sports Hall of Fame.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for this opportunity
to pay tribute to Tony Bennett, an extraor-
dinary entertainer, a true humanitarian, and a
champion for all people. Legions of fans of all
ages and musical tastes applaud his genius,
and we can be assured that the legacy of
Tony Bennett will live forever.

f

TRIBUTE TO LEBANESE
INDEPENDENCE DAY

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
recognize the Lebanese American community,
who celebrated the 58th anniversary of Leba-
nese independence on November 30, 2001.

On November 22, 1943 Lebanon obtained
its independence from France. Shortly there-
after, Lebanon became a founding member of
both the United Nations and League of Arab
States. Signaling its commitment to the idea
that human rights were global and that it was
ready to be a full partner in the post World
War II world, Lebanon played an integral part
in the drafting of one of the UN’s most distin-
guished documents—the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights.

As one of the world’s early cradles of civili-
zation, Lebanon has long been held up as an
example of prosperity and perseverance. In its
recent history, Lebanon has suffered a great
deal but to truly understand the spirit of the
Lebanese people, one only need to look at the
way in which they have rebuilt their nation.
While much remains to be done, the nation’s
progress is an example from which we can all
learn.

The United States and Lebanon have been
blessed by a historically strong friendship,
owing in part to the emigration of Lebanon’s
sons and daughters. They embraced America
with open arms and their contributions helped
build a greater nation. This relationship is best
exemplified by the following familiar words,
first spoken by a proud Lebanese American:
‘‘Are you a politician asking what your country
can do for you or a zealous one asking what
you can do for your country?’’ Those are the
words of Kahlil Gibran, a poet who frequently
wove beauty and justice into his work and in
the process touched the heart and meaning of
America.

Today, I think we have reason to reflect on
another of Gibran’s contributions, one that

holds a great lesson for us all. ‘‘To be a good
citizen is to acknowledge the other person’s
rights before asserting your own, but always to
be conscious of your own.’’

Since 1965, nearly 100,000 new immigrants
have come from Lebanon. My home state of
Michigan has one of the largest Lebanese
American communities in the country and it
has been actively involved in the life of our
great state. The Lebanese community willingly
shares its culture and values not only with
Michigan, but with the entire nation. The result
has been innumerable contributions to the
arts, sports, medicine, politics, education,
science and industry.

Mr. Speaker, I join the people of Lebanon,
those of Lebanese ancestry around the world
and the Lebanese American community in
celebrating Lebanese Independence Day. I sa-
lute all of them for the tremendous contribu-
tions to freedom and human dignity which they
have made.

f

IN HONOR OF INGRID S. MASON

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
Ingrid S. Mason in recognition of her career as
an educator and children’s advocate.

Ingrid S. Mason’s roots became solidly
grounded by the legacy bestowed upon her by
her maternal grandmother, Alice Crawford.
Born in Costa Rica, Ingrid spent her formative
years under the nurturing love and guidance
of her ‘‘Tia’’ and grandmother. Her roots con-
tinued to be firmly set, when at the age of five
she migrated to the United States to reunite
with her mother Irene. It is from her grand-
mother, mother and aunts that Ingrid gained
her most valuable gifts in life a legacy of faith,
independence, determination, and commitment
to excellence, a strong work ethic and a posi-
tive spirit. This legacy has provided her with
the wings to soar.

As a youngster and young adult Ingrid ex-
celled academically, earning a myriad of hon-
ors, citations, awards and scholarships. She
graduated from New York University earning a
Bachelor of Arts degree.

Ingrid’s love of children naturally guided her
to a profession in education. For the past six-
teen years she has been a staunch advocate
for children and committed educator, working
in Community School District 19 in Brooklyn’s
East New York neighborhood. She has served
the parents and children as a teacher, assist-
ant principal and principal. She is currently the
assistant principal of P.S. 346 in Starrett City.
She has earned a Master of Science in Bilin-
gual Education and an Advanced Certificate in
Education Administration, both from Brooklyn
College. She is a member of many profes-
sional organizations including the Council of
Supervisors and Administrators, the Associa-
tion of Assistant Principals and the Association
for School Curriculum and Development.

Ingrid’s philosophy on education and work-
ing with children stems from her belief that all
children possess inner greatness waiting to be
awakened. She sees this not only as a chal-
lenge, but as a duty. Each day she strives to
awaken that greatness by passing on to them
the legacy given to her.
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Ingrid is provided with ‘‘wings’’ each day by

the love, support and encouragement of her
family, daughter, Jahira, sister, Rose, and
nephew and niece, Travis and Alice, her
greatest fans.

Mr. Speaker, Ingrid S. Mason has dedicated
her career to education and children’s advo-
cacy, As such, she is more than worthy of re-
ceiving this recognition, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in honoring this truly re-
markable woman.

f

THANKING CYPRUS FOR ITS SUP-
PORT IN THE FIGHT AGAINST
TERRORISM

HON. MICHAEL BILIRAKIS
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
extend my sincere appreciation to the govern-
ment and people of the Republic of Cyprus for
expressing their heartfelt condolences and
sympathies to our nation. They have declared
their unconditional and immediate condemna-
tion of the heinous acts of terrorism against
the people of the United States on September
11, 2001.

The Republic of Cyprus has always un-
equivocally condemned terrorist acts while co-
operating with other governments to stamp out
terrorism. Following the recent horrific events
in New York and Washington, the government
and people of Cyprus, standing shoulder to
shoulder with the United States, reaffirmed
their commitment to the international fight
against the perpetrators of terrorism and those
that sponsor such barbaric acts. They also re-
iterated their determination to further augment
their capacity to collect and utilize information
for the purpose of combating terrorism and
eliminating its sources of funding, pledging to
cooperate both at the bilateral level, as well as
internationally.

As America confronts one of the most omi-
nous challenges in its history, it is reassuring
to know that we have the unconditional and
unequivocal support from good friends such
as Cyprus. Upholding the ideals of freedom,
justice, democracy and human dignity are
treasured values both Americans and Cypriots
hold dear.

f

IN HONOR OF DR. STEVE HYMAN

HON. PATRICK J. KENNEDY
OF RHODE ISLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, Dr. Steve Hyman, Director of the National
Institute of Mental Health at NIH, will soon be
leaving NIMH to become Provost of Harvard
University. While I am very happy that he has
chosen to take this important step, I very
much regret that public service is losing such
a significant figure working on behalf of pa-
tients and families affected by mental illness.

Steve is a very well known neuroscientist,
and also a gifted communicator. We have
worked together on several issues and events,
most recently a briefing for Members and staff
on the mental health effects of terrorism in the

wake of the awful events of September 11,
2001. Steve has a remarkable ability to leave
his audience—whether it is lay or scientific—
with a more complete understanding of what-
ever complex issue he is addressing. This is
critical to those of us who work to reduce and
eliminate the entrenched stigma about mental
illness that so unfairly plagues patients and
families. As a scientist, Steve has many times
asserted that science shows us absolutely no
reason to treat those with mental illnesses as
anything other than respected individuals af-
fected by treatable illnesses who deserve
health insurance coverage completely com-
mensurate with the coverage provided for
physical ailments. In fact, NIMH recently held
a meeting in which I participated, focusing on
the very real relationship between depression
and physical disorders—something that is crit-
ical to understand.

For too long, those suffering from depres-
sion, bipolar disorder, schizophrenia, anxiety
disorders, or any of the other diseases that af-
fect our brain and behavior, have faced dis-
crimination, shame, and even scorn. Leaders
like Steve have given us the tools we need to
argue forcefully and credibly for equal treat-
ment and equal justice. I believe that his lead-
ership, scientific expertise, and his active par-
ticipation in trying to educate policymakers like
us, as well as our constituents—the American
public—have moved us far down the path to
eliminating stigma. Steve and NIMH were very
much involved in the development of the un-
precedented Surgeon General’s Report on
Mental Health, a groundbreaking document
that has had a major impact in this country.
He also was a key participant in the equally
groundbreaking White House Conference on
Mental Health held in June of 1999, a public
event that featured the President and First
Lady, the Vice President and Mrs. Gore, and
many, many Members of Congress.

While we will miss Steve Hyman, I am con-
fident that the course he has set for NIMH,
and the people he has left to steer it, will en-
able it to continue to move steadily forward. I
know that Steve has left a strong institution,
but he has also left a major challenge for his
successor—to continue the momentum that he
has built up over the five and one-half years
he served us as NIMH Director. I haven’t
known him for a long number of years, but I
do know Steve Hyman well enough to know
that he will continue his role as champion of
patients and their families, and that we are all
better off for it.

f

NATIVE AMERICAN SMALL
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 5, 2001

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of the Native American Small Busi-
ness Development Act. This bill will establish
a three-year pilot project providing grants to
Small Business Development Centers
(SBDCs) for assisting the Native American,
Native Alaskan, and Native Hawaiian popu-
lations with their small business development
needs. The purpose is to stimulate the econo-
mies on reservation lands through the creation

and expansion of small businesses by ensur-
ing the targeted population has full access to
important business counseling and technical
assistance available through the SBDC pro-
gram.

Having traveled extensively throughout In-
dian Country, I can tell you that there is great
need for such a grant program. I am pleased
to serve as a cosponsor of this bill and I ap-
preciate the hard work that my colleague, Mr.
UDALL, has put into bringing this important
piece of legislation to the floor today.

f

IN HONOR OF ULYSSES E.
KILGORE III

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
Ulysses S. Kilgore III in recognition of his
commitment and service to the health of the
Central Brooklyn community.

Ulysses S. Kilgore III possesses a Masters
of Business Administration from Long Island
University, and a Bachelor’s degree in Ac-
counting from Lincoln University (MO). He is a
former U.S. Army officer whose assignments
took him to the Republic of South Korea, West
Germany and Fort Meade, MD. His profes-
sional experience includes appointments as
fiscal officer at the former Sydneham Hospital
and financial management positions at Pfizer
and Brooklyn Union Gas Company, respec-
tively.

In 1982, Mr. Kilgore was selected as Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer of the Bed-
ford Stuyvesant Family Health Center, Inc.
Over the years—with strong and compas-
sionate management and clinical teams—the
FHC has become a major provider of
healthcare in the Central Brooklyn, Bedford
Stuyvesant community. According to Mr. Kil-
gore, it is the Center’s ultimate responsibility
for their own mental, spiritual and physical
well-being. The Center seeks to be a partici-
pant in that quest. He believes that the great-
est source of enrichment comes from service
to others. He gives thanks to the Creator for
the opportunity to be used to help make life
better.

Mr. Speaker, for all of his hard work and
dedication to improving access to health care
in central Brooklyn, I urge my colleagues to
join me in honoring Ulysses S. Kilgore III a
truly remarkable man.

f

GERALD B.H. SOLOMON SARATOGA
NATIONAL CEMETERY

SPEECH OF

HON. JACK QUINN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 4, 2001

Mr. QUINN. Madam Speaker, I am honored
to add my strongest support to H.R. 3392, the
‘‘Gerald B.H. Solomon Saratoga National
Cemetery Designation Act.’’

It was a true honor and distinct pleasure to
serve with Congressman Solomon in the
House of Representatives. With his death, this
important and historic designation not only
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serves as a fitting tribute, but also reflects on
Congressman Solomon’s lifelong commitment
to our Nation and to our Veterans.

A decorated Veteran in his own right, Con-
gressman Solomon set an enduring example
of commitment, integrity, and service. His ca-
reer was one that truly made a difference in
the lives of those he represented. Throughout
his terms as a Congressman, he brought his
vision for America to the House floor with
many memorable speeches that helped shape
the course of this Nation. This designation
serves to memorialize that service, commit-
ment, and leadership.

It is my hope that with the designation of
this cemetery, the ideals he held so dear—
pride, patriotism, civic responsibility, and vol-
unteerism—will not be forgotten.

I will continue to work in Congress to carry
on his fight for our Veterans and will be guid-
ed by the example he set as a Member. We
are truly blessed to have known him, and truly
fortunate to have the unique opportunity to
carry on his proud tradition of advocacy and
patriotism.

f

IN HONOR OF MATTHEW FORE-
MAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF
THE EMPIRE STATE PRIDE
AGENDA

HON. JERROLD NADLER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize Matthew Foreman for his dedicated
and talented leadership of the Empire State
Pride Agenda (ESPA), New York’s statewide
lesbian and gay political organization. Under
Matt’s leadership, ESPA has made significant
strides in empowering the lesbian, gay, bisex-
ual and transgender community and protecting
civil rights for all New Yorkers.

The Empire State Pride Agenda strives to
end discrimination on the basis of sexual ori-
entation. They have worked to secure equality
for gay men, lesbians and their families and
communities and to promote their political,
economic, cultural, and social well being. In
the four years that Matt has served as Execu-
tive Director of ESPA, the organization has
been a driving force in ensuring the rights of
gay and lesbian New Yorkers: in negotiating
New York City’s comprehensive domestic part-
ner law; passing a statewide hate crimes law;
repealing a 150-year old consensual sodomy
statute; obtaining nearly $6 million in state
funding for lesbian and gay health and human
services; and in enacting local non-discrimina-
tion laws and policies in Buffalo, Ithaca, Nas-
sau County, and Westchester County.

Prior to joining the Pride Agenda in 1997,
Matt served as Executive Director of the NYC
Gay and Lesbian Anti-Violence Project, the
nation’s leading lesbian and gay crime victim
assistance agency. He is a founder of the Her-
itage of Pride, which organizes New York
City’s Gay Pride events, including the world-
famous annual Pride Parade down Fifth Ave-
nue. He also served for many years on the
board of Dignity/NY, an organization of lesbian
and gay Roman Catholics. Those who have
had the pleasure of working with Matt know of
his tremendous energy and heartfelt dedica-
tion to his work. A man of unusual integrity

and drive, we New Yorkers—gay and straight
alike—have each benefited from his leader-
ship in the fight for equal rights and equal pro-
tection under the law. I am proud to have
joined him in many of those fights, and I am
pleased to stand here today to thank Matt for
his tireless work. I wish him all the best in his
future endeavors.

f

EXPRESSING SOLIDARITY WITH
ISRAEL IN THE FIGHT AGAINST
TERRORISM

SPEECH OF

HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 5, 2001

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H. Con. Res. 280. The sui-
cide attacks over the past weekend have trig-
gered the worst crisis in the Middle East since
the outbreak of the Palestinian intifada 14
months ago. These attacks killed 26 Israelis
and wounded at least 175. On a proportional
basis, this is the equivalent of 1,200 American
deaths and 8,000 wounded. The violence
needs to stop. Israel is our most dependable
and only democratic ally in the Middle East,
and it is important that the United States stand
steadfastly by Israel at this critical juncture to
fight terror.

The United States is currently engaged mili-
tarily in Afghanistan in an effort to root out
Osama bin Laden’s terrorist network, which
has been protected by the Taliban. In a very
real sense, the Palestinian Authority is per-
forming a similar role for Hamas and the Pal-
estinian Islamic Jihad. Yasser Arafat must
take all necessary measures to end the ongo-
ing terror campaign. Mr. Arafat must now
demonstrate by actions, not words, that he
stands for peace.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation sends a strong
message that the United States will stand by
Israel to defeat terrorism. It is not about taking
sides. Too many lives have senselessly been
lost on both sides. However, Israel has a right
to defend itself from terrorist attacks, just as
the United States does. I hope that Mr. Arafat
and the Palestinian leadership will immediately
arrest, prosecute and jail those responsible for
these acts while eliminating the infrastructure
that produced them. Any hope for the peace
process depends upon it. I urge my col-
leagues to support the resolution.

f

IN HONOR OF EDNA FULTON

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
Edna Fulton in recognition of her outstanding
service to the Bedford Stuyvesant community.

Edna Fulton is a lifelong resident of Brook-
lyn and a product of the New York City Public
School System. She is the daughter of Bea-
trice Keyes, and the mother of three children,
Willie, AyTasha and Darrell and the grand-
mother of E’lise, Chel’Si and Darrell Edward.
She graduated from Eastern District High
School and went on to attend Brooklyn Col-

lege and the College of New Rochelle. In
1972, she began her career with Citibank as
a bank teller and over the years, with the sup-
port of family, friends, and her valued cus-
tomers, was elevated to Branch Manager and
to Assistant Vice-President, the position she
retired from in 1998.

The walls of Edna’s home are lined with
many awards presented to her over the years
as a testament to her concern, love, dedica-
tion, professionalism and hard work. Though
many of the awards are corporate recognitions
from Citibank saluting her for a job well done,
the plaques and certificates from community
based organizations acknowledging her serv-
ice and support hold a special place in her
heart. Over the past thirty years, her relation-
ship with her customers and the community
have allowed her to become known as de-
pendable, reliable, and ‘‘ready, willing, and
able’’ to assist, to serve, to counsel and to ad-
vise, always with a smile and a word of en-
couragement.

In 1999, Edna was approached by the Bed-
ford Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation to
serve as the Bursar/Customer Service Rep-
resentative for the various programs and serv-
ices, to include the Youth Arts Academy, Abra
ka Zebra Gift Shop and the RITE Center for
computer training. Ms. Fulton loves being able
to once again serve her beloved community of
Bedford Stuyvesant. Edna also is a member of
the St. Paul Community Church. As a working
woman, and with all the ‘‘hats’’ she wears as
a daughter, a mother, and a grandmother, she
always makes time to serve and support the
endeavors of her community.

Mr. Speaker, Edna Fulton has been a shin-
ing light in each of the many roles that she
has filled. As such, she is more than worthy of
receiving this recognition and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in honoring this truly re-
markable woman.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I was attend-
ing important business in my Congressional
District yesterday, December 5th, including
participating in the annual Chapman University
Economic Forecast for Orange County and
meeting with law enforcement personnel on
the subject of terrorism preparedness.

Had I been present, I would have voted yes
on Roll Call #469, yes on Roll Call #470, yes
on Roll Call #471, yes on Roll Call #472, yes
on Roll Call #473, yes on Roll Call #474, and
yes on Roll Call #475.

f

INTRODUCTION OF H. CON. RES.—

HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to introduce a resolution condemning the over
500 anthrax hoaxes perpetrated against wom-
en’s health care providers and abortion clinics
since October 14th. This resolution also urges
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the Administration, local law enforcement, and
related government agencies to continue to
make their best efforts to bring all those who
commit acts of domestic terrorism to justice.

Throughout the nearly three decades since
the Roe v. Wade decision legalized abortion in
1973, reproductive health centers and abortion
clinics across the United States have been
under attack by anti-choice extremists. These
are individuals who firmly believe that it is bet-
ter to murder, harass, and threaten doctors
who provide reproductive health services, than
to live and act within the confines of the law.

One of the most horrific acts of anti-choice
violence occurred 3 years ago in Amherst,
New York—a town just outside my district. Dr.
Barnett Slepian was tragically shot and killed
in his home by an anti-choice extremist lying
in wait in his back yard. As a result of this
cowardly act, our region lost a courageous
and talented doctor; his family lost a loving
husband and father. Dr. Slepian’s death
marked the seventh murder at the hands of an
anti-choice extremist since 1993.

Unfortunately, this type of vicious domestic
terrorism remains at large. According to the
National Abortion Federation, since 1977,
there have been 7 murders, 17 attempted
murders, 41 bombings, 165 arsons, 122 as-
saults, 343 death threats, 100 butyric acid at-
tacks, and now, as of October 14, more than
500 anthrax threats perpetrated against abor-
tion providers in North America. Considering
this laundry list of violent acts, it is hard to
imagine how some abortion providers can
walk into work in the morning.

With the help of law enforcement officials
and others, I firmly believe we can put an end
to the violent acts that threaten some mem-
bers of our medical community. I am pleased
to report that yesterday, December 5, the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation arrested Clayton
Lee Waagner, the suspected author of anthrax
hoax letters sent to abortion clinics nationwide,
in a copy store outside Cincinnati, Ohio. I
would like to commend the law enforcement
officials who captured Waagner and urge them
to launch a similar campaign to apprehend
others who have perpetrated similar incidents
of violence.

In addition to the work of law enforcement
officials, however, we must also raise aware-
ness about this type of domestic terrorism. In
an effort to accomplish that goal, I am proud
to introduce this resolution today. It is the
strongest measure to date that condemns the
terrorism against health clinics and abortion
providers and strongly urges the law enforce-
ment community to take these threats seri-
ously and to pursue these criminals vigor-
ously. This resolution sends an important sig-
nal to criminals that the United States Con-
gress will not tolerate this type of domestic ter-
rorism any longer.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of Reps. MORELLA,
DEGETTE, GREENWOOD and myself, I am proud
to introduce this resolution and urge my col-
leagues to support it.

f

REMARKS BY AMBASSADOR
JOSEPH VERNER REED

HON. CHRISTOPHER SHAYS
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to submit

for the RECORD a speech delivered by Ambas-

sador Joseph Verner Reed, Under-Secretary-
General of the United Nations and a distin-
guished resident of Greenwich, Connecticut.
Ambassador Reed’s remarks were made at
the Centennial Celebration of the Yale-China
Association on October 6, 2001.
REMARKS BY AMBASSADOR JOSEPH VERNER

REED, UNDER-SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE
UNITED NATIONS

CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION OF THE YALE-CHINA
ASSOCIATION, YALE UNIVERSITY

Dean Brodhead of Yale College, Counsellor
Xu of the Consulate of the People’s Republic
of China in New York City, Mr. Jones, Chair,
Board of Trustees, Yale-China Association,
Ms. Chapman, Executive Director, Yale-
China Association, Members of the Yale-
China Family, Ladies and Gentlemen,

What an honor, privilege, and pleasure to
be at Yale to celebrate the centenary of the
Yale-China Association!

This is a major milestone for me as I have
been a life-long son of Sino-American rela-
tions. I grew up surrounded by ‘‘things Chi-
nese’’, sculpture, porcelain, furniture and
paintings. Some in my family say I am ‘‘in
love’’ with all things Chinese.

As a banker I had the pleasure of a close
working relationship with Ambassador
Huang Hua at the Mission of the People’s Re-
public of China in the 70’s. We have main-
tained a lasting friendship. I accompanied
David Rockefeller on the first visit of Amer-
ican business following President Nixon’s
historic trip to Beijing.

Many moons ago I became associated with
Yale University Press in the historic pub-
lishing endeavor known as Chinese Civiliza-
tion and Culture. We at the Yale Press work
side by side with the Chinese authorities,
publishers and scholars in an historic under-
taking to publish 75 volumes—painting, ar-
chitecture, calligraphy, furniture—our first
volume on the history of painting won the
highest prize in publishing—the Hawkins
Prize. It is a grand endeavor with Yale’s
most senior graduate as Honorary Chair of
the Project, President George H.W. Bush.
Henry Kissinger is Chairman of the Advisory
Council. Professor Jonathan Spencer is on
the Editorial Advisory Board. The Rocke-
feller Family is supportive with Mrs. Nelson
A. Rockefeller serving as Chair of the
Friends of CCC.

Mr. Anthony Fouracre is the Head of the
United Nations Postal Administration, a
great organization, which produces some 50
stamps a year. The ‘‘Terra Cotta Warrior’’
series was/is the United Nations Postal Ad-
ministration’s most popular stamp.

May I now say a few words as an American
citizen, working for the United Nations.

Our World has been profoundly altered by
the unspeakable acts of evil committed
against the United States of America and in-
nocent civilians on 11 September 2001—A Day
of Terror. 11 September 2001, the 20th anni-
versary of the United Nations International
Day of Peace, was supposed to be a day on
which we try to imagine a world quite dif-
ferent from the one we know.

It was to be a day on which ‘‘we try to pic-
ture hatred turning into respect, bigotry
into understanding and ignorance into
knowledge, a day on which we dare to imag-
ine a world free of conflict and violence’’. I
am quoting here from the Message of the
Secretary-General of the United Nations,
Kofi Annan. That message was recorded on
10 September for the International Day of
Peace.

Instead, the horrible and previously un-
imaginable acts of terror committed by
international terrorists have profoundly al-
tered our world. America, indeed the entire
civilized world, must now be at war against
terrorism.

Barely a mile from United Nations Head-
quarters, the Parliament of Mankind, the
Parliament of Peace, more than 6000 inno-
cent civilians from over 60 countries were
killed and a symbol of New York City and
the Free World was destroyed. The Capital of
the United States of America was attacked.

President George W. Bush, with the entire
nation rallied behind him, said this will not
stand.

This single most horrible act of inter-
national terrorism has united people across
the globe. This was not only an attack on
America, but also on everyone in the modern
world. This will and shall provide the cata-
lyst for an unprecedented international coa-
lition to resist terrorism and fanaticism,
against hatred, bigotry and ignorance.

On 12 September, the newly elected Presi-
dent of the United Nations General Assem-
bly, the Foreign Minister of the Republic of
Korea, Dr. Han Seung-soo, stated before the
assembled representatives of the inter-
national community at the opening of the
56th session of the General Assembly, which
had to be postponed by one day:

‘‘Mere words cannot express the outrage
and disgust we doubtless all feel for the vile
actions perpetrated in our host country, the
United States. I condemn in the strongest
possible terms these heinous acts of ter-
rorism. I pray for those who lost their lives
and on behalf of the General Assembly offer
our deepest condolences to the families and
loved ones of the innocent victims.

These terrorist crimes were, in effect, acts
of war against all the world’s peace-loving
peoples. Their primary target was, by a vi-
cious twist of fate, located in the very city,
which is home to the world’s foremost insti-
tution dedicated to promoting world peace.
No terrorists can ever deflect this body from
the task to which it has dedicated itself
since 1945—ending the scourge of war in
whatever form it may take once and for all.’’

The United Nations Security Council has,
in the meantime, acted decisively, at the ini-
tiative of the United States. The General As-
sembly, in a rare show of unity, is delib-
erating and adopting measures to eliminate
international terrorism. Ladies and Gentle-
men, these were some of the thoughts that
are uppermost in my mind these turbulent
days following the Day of Terror.

Had I been delivering these remarks a
month ago, however, my belief in the impor-
tance of the work of the Yale-China Associa-
tion would have been no less sincere. The
tragic events we have all recently wit-
nessed—and developments yet to unfold—in-
ject a new sense of urgency into the continu-
ation of the Yale-China traditions that we
honor here tonight. In times such as these, it
is more important than ever to strengthen
those impulses and institutions that refute
the power of violence, ignorance, and mutual
hostility among peoples. On the global scale,
these institutions include the United Na-
tions, which I have the honor to serve, and
the many multilateral efforts to ensure
peace and security under its auspices. But no
less significantly, they include private asso-
ciations of compassionate, committed indi-
viduals reaching out beyond their own bor-
ders and working to make the world a more
tolerant, peaceful, and enlightened place.
Among such associations, the Yale-China As-
sociation has been both a pioneer and an ex-
ample for others for the past century. The
Yale-China Association is a banner organiza-
tion of quality and success.

Close to one year ago, I had the pleasure of
working with Nancy Chapman and members
of her staff at the Yale-China Association to
organize and to host the visit of Madame
Chen Zhili, Minister of Education of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. Minister Chen was
the highest ranking member of the Chinese
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government ever to visit Yale. On that occa-
sion, I was tremendously impressed by the
efficiency and dedication of the Yale-China
staff. The success of this visit paved the way
for the extraordinarily warm welcome ex-
tended to President Levin and his delegation
this past May in Beijing. It is thus a special
pleasure to return this evening to be with
you all to celebrate the hundredth anniver-
sary of this extraordinary organization,
which has contributed so much to the life of
Yale University and relations between China
and the United States.

We are gathered to salute one of the great
international endeavors of the past century.
Before there was a Rockefeller Foundation, a
United Nations, or a Peace Corps, there was
the Yale-China Association. Growing from
missionary roots amid the optimism and
self-confidence of Yale’s bicentennial cele-
bration in 1901, Yale-China soon evolved into
a bicultural educational enterprise that re-
flected Yale’s spirit of intellectual tolerance
and openness. In the process, Yale-China cul-
tivated its own traditions of compassion,
cultural sensitivity, and selfless service for
the benefit of others. It is those traditions
which we celebrate this evening.

Of course, China—indeed, our entire
world—is a very different place today from
what it was a century ago. Who in 1901 could
have foretold the extraordinary changes
China has undergone? Who even a decade or
two ago would have predicted China’s recent
advances in economic development and edu-
cation?

Since its founding a century ago, the Yale-
China Association has been engaging young
Chinese and American people and equipping
them with both an appreciation for and the
cross-cultural tools essential to successful
world citizenship. Today’s instantaneous
transmission of ideas and images brings the
world closer together, yet it cannot replace
the life-changing power of a single intense,
personal encounter between people of dif-
ferent cultural traditions. Many of you—Chi-
nese and Americans—have been touched by
Yale-China and can testify to its extraor-
dinary power in your lives. These encounters
are important not only for the individuals
involved, but for the broader cause of inter-
national understanding which forms the nec-
essary foundation for peace.

Ladies and Gentlemen, Friends,
People come and go, but our institutions

and traditions endure. Tonight, let us each
commit ourselves with pride to strength-
ening those institutions within our world
that have sustained hope and our shared hu-
manity. Let us transform our sorrow of the
day of Terror and its aftermath into a re-
newed resolve, and our loss into a gain for a
humanity free of terrorism.

I congratulate the Yale-China Association
on its hundredth birthday and all of its ac-
complishments since its birth here in New
Haven—the students educated, the lives
saved, the suspicions and animosities dis-
pelled and the spirit enriched. May Yale-Chi-
na’s work and traditions continue as shining
light for many generations into the future!

f

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
IN HONORING THE CREW AND
PASSENGERS OF UNITED AIR-
LINES FLIGHT 93

SPEECH OF

HON. ERNIE FLETCHER
OF KENTUCKY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 5, 2001
Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank the

gentleman from Florida for his work on the

Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to encourage my
colleagues to vote for this measure; and I real-
ly do not think it will take a lot of encourage-
ment because we have had an overwhelming
expression of enthusiasm regarding those on
United Airlines Flight 93 and their heroic activi-
ties.

Mr. Speaker, this is a resolution expressing
a sense of Congress that a memorial plaque
be established on the grounds of the Capitol.
It is an expression of our thanks and condo-
lences to the passengers and crew of Flight
93.

I also want to thank my Legislative Director,
Phillip Brown, who has worked very hard to
get this done. I think it will be great for pos-
terity as they see a plaque that honors those
on Flight 93 who I do believe had a significant
part in probably saving our Capitol.

On September 11, United Airlines Flight 93,
piloted by Captain James Dahl, departed from
Newark International Airport at 8:01 a.m. on a
routine flight to San Francisco with six other
crew members and 38 passengers on board.
Shortly after departure, the flight was hijacked-
by terrorists.

The hijacking was one of four, as we all re-
member, on the morning of September 11. We
all remember that date because it was a hor-
rible day and a turning point in our nation’s
history. Four of our own planes were hijacked
and targeted on buildings that define our na-
tion and symbolize our freedom and values
and symbolize our nation’s economic and mili-
tary strength. Three of these planes hit their
marks, resulting in an incomprehensible trag-
edy and loss of innocent life on a scale not
seen in this country since the Civil War.

We know that the passengers and crew
learned through cellular phone conversations
with loved ones on the ground of the delib-
erate acts of destruction and murder occurring
in New York City and Washington, D.C., and
that hijacked aircraft had been used in these
terrorist acts of war.

During these phone conversations, several
of the passengers indicated that there was an
agreement among the passengers and crew to
try to overpower the hijackers who had taken
over the aircraft. It is believed that it was this
effort to overpower the hijackers that caused
Flight 93 to crash at 10:37 a.m. in south-
western Pennsylvania near Schwenksville,
short of what is believed to have been its in-
tended target, Washington, D.C., and prob-
ably, this very Capitol building we stand in
today.

The efforts of these individuals on this plane
heroically limited the damage the terrorists
could inflict, losing their lives for their country
in the process. We owe the passengers and
the crew our gratitude and our honor.

The participants of the resistance on board
Flight 93 showed selfless courage and patriot-
ism:

Passengers like Todd Beamer, whose
young widow is here today in Washington. He
told a telephone operator how much he loved
his expecting wife and two sons, and he
asked her to call them. He asked her to pray
the Lord’s Prayer and Psalm 23 with him. He
told her, ‘‘I am going to have to go out in
faith,’’ and his now famous words ‘‘Let’s roll’’
have become a rallying cry in America.

Passengers like Tom Burnett, who left what
he knew would be likely his last conversation

with his wife saying, ‘‘Okay, we are going to
do something.’’

Passengers like Jeremy Glick, who told his
wife that the passengers and crew had taken
a vote and agreed to try to take back the
plane.

Crew members like Sandra Bradshaw, who
told her husband of the plan to rush the hi-
jackers and take back control of the plane,
and that she was boiling water to use as a
weapon against the terrorists.

The passengers and crew, all of whom are
survived by loved ones, husbands, wives, chil-
dren, and parents, very likely averted the de-
struction of the U.S. Capitol and the symbol
this institution has become for the democratic
process of government, and in the process,
saving hundreds, perhaps thousands of lives.

By their heroic acts, the Statue of Freedom
still stands at the top of our noble dome, and
the light of freedom still shines brightly here in
the Capitol.

This resolution expresses the sense of Con-
gress that a memorial plaque to honor Captain
Jason Dahl, First Officer Leroy Homer, flight
attendants Lorraine G. Bay, Sandra W. Brad-
shaw, Wanda A. Green, Ceecee Lyles, Debo-
rah A. Welch, passengers Christian Adams,
Todd Beamer, Alan Beaven, Mark Bingham,
Thomas Burnett, William Cashman, Georgine
Corrigan, Patricia Cushing, Joseph DeLuca,
Patrick Driscoll, Edward Felt, Jane C. Folger,
Colleen Fraser, Andrew Garcia, Jeremy Glick,
Christine Gould, Lauren Grandcolas, Donald
Greene, Linda Gronlund, Richard Guadagno,
Toshiya Kuge, Hilda Marcin, Waleska Mar-
tinez, Nicole Miller, Louis J. Nacke, Donald
Peterson, Jean Peterson, Mark Rothenberg,
Christine Snyder, John Talignani, and Honor
Elizabeth Wainio.

This plaque should be crafted and placed
here on the grounds of the United States Cap-
itol expressing our thanks and condolences;
and a copy of the plaque, together with a copy
of this resolution from the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, should be sent to a designated sur-
vivor of each victim.

I am confident with the passage of this reso-
lution that the Speaker of the House, the
House minority, the Senate Majority Leader,
and the Senate Minority Leader will ask and
direct the Architect of the Capitol to begin
plans for design, crafting, and placement of
this plaque as soon as possible.

I also want to thank my colleagues for their
support of this resolution. After this vote, I in-
tend to send a letter to the leadership regard-
ing this sense of Congress, and I invite my
colleagues to join me.

f

IN HONOR OF RENAE SMITH

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
Renae Smith in recognition of her outstanding
work on behalf of children.

Renae Smith comes from generations of
those who have been involved and have al-
ways contributed to their community in some
form or fashion. Throughout the years she has
dedicated her time to charitable and volunteer
work.
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She began her involvement in the commu-

nity during the 1960’s as a member of Brook-
lyn C.O.R.E. While working at Kingsboro Jew-
ish Medical Center, in the Telecommunications
Department, she served as a member of the
Executive Hearings and Appeals Board on
both Hospital and Guild Divisions for 1199
Hospital Union. She also served as a member
of the Chapter Hearing and Appeals Board
within the Hospital. In addition, Renae has
served as a delegate to several departments
of Kingsbrook, as well as, borough representa-
tive for all Brooklyn Hospitals with an 1199 af-
filiation. Renae also has worked in real estate
marketing and sales in addition to having an
appraisal background from New York Univer-
sity.

In 1987, Renae, became a member of Saint
Mary Episcopal Church joining the Episcopal
Church women’s group and serving on the
Altar Guild. In 1990, Renae served as the Vice
President of the Crown Heights Kiwanis Club
International. She helped focus the efforts of
the club on the needs of children. Under
Renae’s guidance, the organization became
involved with Magnolia Tree—A Tree Grows in
Brooklyn Project. The project involved 100
international children working to improve and
enhance the beauty by planting trees.

Renae became a licensed Foster Parent
with the Richard Allen Center on Life Agency
in 1994. She received her twin boys in early
1996 and was appointed to the executive
board of Foster and Adoptive Parents Asso-
ciation. Continuing to be a Foster Parent in
1996, Renae came to the Central Brooklyn
Coordinating Council—CBCC. In 1997, Renae
was appointed to the Executive Board for Fos-
ter and Adoptive Parents Association locally.
Recently, Renae was appointed to serve on
the By-laws Committee, for Eureka Grand
Chapter in 1998 OESPHA.

Renae is currently an Executive Board
member of the New York State Foster and
Adoptive Parents Association as Chairperson
of Community Development. She is a member
of International and National Foster Parents
Association and a candidate for Regional II
Vice-President. Renae is an advisor to the
Forestdale Family Service Agency, Little Flow-
er Family Service Agency and Foster and
Adoptive Parent Association Board Locals.
She has facilitated many workshops on Foster
and Adoptive Care in School District 17.
Renae is also an Executive Board Member of
Community Board 17 serving on the Education
and Commerce Committees. She is Chair of
the Foster Care Sub-committee under the So-
cial Services Committees. While working tire-
lessly on behalf of her community, Renae has
also raised her daughter. She has been
blessed by the success of her daughter and
her daughter’s dedication to give back to the
community in any way that she can.

Mr. Speaker, Renae Smith is committed to
serving children and her community. As such,
she is more than worthy of receiving our rec-
ognition today and I urge my colleagues to
join me in honoring this truly remarkable
woman.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably absent from this chamber on De-
cember 5, 2001 when rollcall votes Nos. 469,
470, 471, 472, 473, 474 and rollcall vote 475
were cast. I want the record to show that had
I been present in this chamber at the time
these votes were cast, I would have voted
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 469, ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall
vote 470, ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 471, ‘‘yea’’ on
rollcall vote 472, ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 473,
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 474, and ‘‘yea’’ on roll-
call vote 475.

f

TRIBUTE TO FRANCIS AND JEAN
DOMENIGONI, 2001 DISTIN-
GUISHED CITIZENS GOOD SCOUT
OF THE YEAR AWARD

HON. KEN CALVERT
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a couple whose dedication to
the community and to the overall well-being of
California’s Inland Empire is unparalleled. On
December 11, 2001, Francis and Jean
Domenigoni will be honored as Distinguished
Citizens for the Good Scout of the Year
Award.

The Domenigoni family is one of the oldest
pioneering families in the region. They share a
history that is as rich as the soil in which they
have farmed for over five generations. Angelo
Domenigoni, along with his brother Peter and
a friend named Gaudenzio Garbani, immi-
grated to this great nation in 1874. The patri-
arch of the family, Angelo, arrived in ‘‘Pleasant
Valley’’, now known as Winchester in 1879,
and set the Domenigoni family on the road to
achieving the American Dream. Through hard
work and dedication he and his wife, Maria
Antonia established a life that was blessed
with seven children: Antonio, Natal, Peter,
Jack, Rita, Serafina and Dominica. Antonio
married Dominica Fiscalini and they had five
beautiful children of their own; Angelo,
Francis, Julia, Fred, and Elsa. All five children
were born and raised on the ranch. Fred and
Francis Domenigoni carried on the family
farming operation all of their lives.

Francis Domenigoni married Jean Connell,
a member of the Garbani Family. Continuing
in the tradition of his parents, Francis and
Jean raised five children; Richard, Larry, Don-
ald, Andy, and Steve. Together with his son,
Andy, Francis managed the family’s farming
and ranching business for twenty years. In
1997, Francis passed away, leaving his wife
Jean, his sons, and grandchildren to carry on
the family legacy.

For the past fifty years, the Domenigoni
Family has been a major sponsor and contrib-
utor to the Junior Livestock Auction and Farm-
ers Fair. Active members in the Riverside
County Farm Bureau, they support the Win-
chester Harvesters and Pleasant Valley 4H
Programs. The Domenigoni’s have also
opened their ranch for the past decade for a

riding event to support the Juvenile Diabetes
Foundation and American Disabilities Associa-
tion. The family also recently dedicated a
building shell for the Winchester Community
Center and Recreation Facility.

The Domenigonis continue to endorse high-
er education by sponsoring the UC Riverside
Foundation, the Mt. San Jacinto College Foun-
dation, and providing annual scholarships to
agricultural students at Hemet and West Val-
ley High Schools. They are also active partici-
pants in the Winchester Homeowner’s Asso-
ciation; the Chambers of Commerce in Win-
chester, Murrieta, and Temecula; the River-
side County Property Owners’ Association; the
Murrieta Temecula Group, and the Hemet-San
Jacinto Action Group.

It is a well deserved honor and I am proud
to pay homage today to a family who has
done much for the people in my district.

f

TRIBUTE TO WILLIE NELSON

HON. GARY G. MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. Mr.

Speaker, I rise to pay tribute and honor the
philanthropic efforts of legendary country
music star, Willie Nelson.

Mr, Nelson recently came to the City of
Brea and held a benefit concert to raise funds
for the La Habra-Brea Boys and Girls Club.
Mr. Nelson treated some 400 country music
fans to an intimate and memorable evening of
his treasured ballads and tunes and, in the
process, raised more than $100,000 to help
build the Boys and Girls Club an all-purpose
facility.

The event was arranged by La Habra-Brea
Boys and Girls Club Board Member Tom Dun-
can, who approached Mr. Nelson, his long-
time client and friend, about the need for a
permanent club facility in Brea. Mr. Nelson
readily agreed to donate his time and talent to
kick off the capital campaign with a benefit
concert. Unocal Corporation generously of-
fered to host the event in the Hartley Center
auditorium in their Brea facility.

The Boys and Girls Clubs across the nation
are professional, non-profit organizations that
serve children ages seven to eighteen. Dedi-
cated employees help these young people de-
velop character and provide opportunities for
healthy social recreation, physical education,
as well as citizenship and leadership skills.
Proceeds from this successful event will bring
the reality of a safe-haven for the youth of the
community a step closer.

According to Mr. Duncan, ‘‘Willie’s a good-
hearted soul and he likes to help people who
need it.’’ Mr. Speaker, I respectfully ask that
this 107th Congress join me in saluting the be-
nevolent and compassionate acts of a ‘‘Great
American,’’ Willie Nelson.

f

IN HONOR OF P.O. GLADYS
FIGUEROA

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of

P.O. Gladys Figueroa in recognition of her
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twenty-one years of service to the New York
City Police Department and the people of New
York.

Gladys Figueroa was born in Ponce, Puerto
Rico. Her parents brought her to New York
City in search of a better life when she was
four years old. They settled in Williamsburg,
Brooklyn where she attended elementary
through high school. She graduated from
Eastern District High School in 1971. After her
first semester at Queens College, Gladys de-
cided to leave school and enter the work
force. Gladys has been working since the age
of 14 as a summer youth worker.

While working, she held various positions:
Receptionist, Administrative Aide, Legal Sec-
retary, Cashier, Salesperson, and Waitress. At
the same time, she was always looking for
something else. She attended various trade
schools, such as Airline Training, Massage,
Home Improvement, etc. in January 1980, she
finally found her home when she joined the
ranks of the New York City Police Department.
She was assigned to the 79th Precinct where
she spent 13 years of her career. Her first as-
signment was to patrol the streets of Bedford-
Stuyvesant. She saw everything that her pre-
cinct had to offer; her worst assignments were
dealing with domestic violence issues. After
five years on patrol she was assigned to the
Community Affairs office of the 79th Precinct,
where she remained for the subsequent eight
years. Her most rewarding task was working
with the Youth and Community Councils. In
1994, Gladys was transferred to the Brooklyn
North Community Affairs Office. She remained
there until her retirement date on September
30, 2001.

Gladys is a people person. She enjoyed the
various tasks associated with representing the
police in a positive way with the community.
She assisted in senior citizens programs, the
Citizens Academy, and girl’s basketball. She
was especially fond of working holidays with
senior citizens or bringing food to homebound
AIDS patients. One of her last assignments
was to join the Domestic Violence unit of the
90th Precinct. Her next assignment will be her
most significant and most difficult, serving as
a full time mom to her pride and joy, 14-year-
old Diola, and 12-year-old Alejandro Castillo.

Mr. Speaker, Gladys Figueroa has served
the people of Brooklyn and New York City for
over twenty-one years of proud and dedicated
service as a New York City Police Officer. As
such, she is more than worthy of our recogni-
tion today. I hope that all of my colleagues will
join me in honoring this truly remarkable
woman.

f

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 3427, AF-
GHANISTAN FREEDOM AND RE-
CONSTRUCTION ACT OF 2001

HON. TOM LANTOS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-

ducing H.R. 3427, the Afghanistan Freedom
and Reconstruction Act of 2001. I want to
thank my good friend, the Gentleman from
New York, Mr. ACKERMAN, ranking Democratic
Member of the Middle East and South Asia
subcommittee. Without his hard work and that
of his staff, we would have never reached this
point.

As we speak, the Taliban leadership is on
the run. The capital city of Kabul has been lib-
erated from Taliban control, as have key cities
across Afghanistan. The final pockets of re-
sistance are surrounded and facing imminent
defeat. And as freedom returns to Afghani-
stan, women are throwing off their veils and
men are lining up at barber shops to shave
their beards after years of repressive rule.

Now is the time for swift action by this Con-
gress, for the United States to demonstrate to
the people of Afghanistan and throughout the
Muslim world that the military campaign
against Al-Qaida and the Taliban is neither a
war against Muslims nor a war against the Af-
ghan people. Yes, the United States is com-
mitted to wipe-out the terrorist network in Af-
ghanistan. But we must be equally committed
to helping the Afghan people reclaim their
country and rebuild their lives. We may be
close to winning the war but we are far from
winning the peace.

The United States did not live up to its com-
mitment after the Soviet invasion of Afghani-
stan was repulsed. We left the people of Af-
ghanistan and our friends in Pakistan to fend
for themselves. Afghanistan disintegrated as a
result, as warlords pillaged the country, fol-
lowed by the Taliban’s repressive rule and ulti-
mately the rise of terrorist elements.

Mr. Chairman, we must not permit the past
to be repeated in Afghanistan. Yesterday, the
representatives from all major factions in Af-
ghanistan signed a landmark agreement to
create a broad-based, multiethnic, gender-sen-
sitive, fully-representative government in Af-
ghanistan. After over 20 years of civil war, for-
eign occupation, and oppression, the people
of Afghanistan see rays of hope breaking
through their clouds of fear.

Over the last few months, the International
Relations Committee has held a series of
hearings regarding the humanitarian needs in
Afghanistan, the possibilities for reconstruc-
tion, and Afghani hopes for the future. Based
on these hearings, it is clear to me that we
must help the Afghan people secure a future
for their children that is free from war and built
on the same hopes and aspirations held by
all-freedom loving people around the world.

Achieving this vision for Afghanistan is not
only a moral and humanitarian impulse—it is a
national security imperative. If we are to pre-
vent future terrorist attacks targeting the
United States, we must provide a positive al-
ternative to the poverty, repression, and reli-
gious fanaticism that breeds terrorists such as
Osama bin Laden and his minions.

H.R. 3427, the Afghan Freedom and Recon-
struction Act of 2001 does just that. The bill:

Expresses a sense of Congress on the U.S.
policy towards Afghanistan, including pro-
moting its neutrality, supporting a broad-
based, multi-ethnic, gender-sensitive, fully rep-
resentative government, and maintaining a
significant commitment to the relief, rehabilita-
tion and reconstruction of Afghanistan.

Authorizes $77.5 million for broadcasting to
Afghanistan;

Authorizes $325 million for humanitarian as-
sistance to Afghanistan in fiscal year 2003;

Authorizes $150 million for fiscal year 2002
and 2003 for a multinational security force in
Afghanistan and authorizes funding for civil
advisers for that country for the interim or tran-
sitional authority;

Authorizes $875 million for rehabilitation and
reconstruction assistance for fiscal years

2002–2005, with—conditions for each year to
ensure that benchmarks laid out in the De-
cember 5, 2001 Bonn Agreement between the
various Afghan factions are being met; assist-
ance for agriculture, health care, education,
vocational training, disarmament and demobili-
zation, and anti-corruption and good govern-
ance programs; a special emphasis on assist-
ance to women and girls; a report on assist-
ance actually provided; and authority to pro-
vide some of this assistance through a multi-
lateral fund.

Authorizes $60 million for Democracy and
human rights initiatives for fiscal years 2002
through 2004;

Authorizes $62.5 for a contribution to the
UN Drug Control Program for fiscal years
2002 through 2004 to reduce or eliminate the
trafficking of illicit drugs in Afghanistan.

Authorizes $65 million for a new secure dip-
lomatic facility in Afghanistan.

Requires the President to consult with Con-
gress on any ongoing support for remnants of
the Taliban, including sanctions against any
country that provides such support.

We are committed to supporting the people
of Afghanistan in their quest to established a
broad-based government that respects human
rights—especially the rights of women and
children—and practices religious tolerance.

Mr. Chairman, I, along with GARY ACKER-
MAN, the ranking member on the Middle East
and South Asia subcommittee, and the Gen-
tlewoman from Florida, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, the
Chairman of the International Operations and
Human Rights subcommittee, am introducing
this legislation to put the U.S. Congress
squarely behind the people of Afghanistan and
its nascent hopes for a brighter future.

f

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES S. KNISLEY

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR.
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I was deeply
saddened to hear of the passing of my dear
friend Charles S. Knisley.

Charles S. Knisley was a renowned master
horse trainer, and an upstanding citizen of the
community dedicated to his friends and be-
loved children.

Charles had a life-long love for horses. He
was a Master Horse Trainer and produced two
outstanding Saddlebred stallions: Prime Time
and a half and Sparkling Running Wild.

He worked with Ms. Linda Copper, an ac-
complished horsewoman in her own right, and
Judith and Bill Cottrill, who established some
of the finest blood stock of Saddlebred horses
in America.

He loved the Saddlebred horse, was an ex-
pert farrier of show horses and was an expert
rider and handler of high strung Saddlebred
show stock for Ms. Cooper.

Chuck, as he was known to his friends, al-
ways had a good word for all; but he was not
known to say much. He spoke with his deeds!

Charles ‘‘Chuck’’ Knisley was a great father,
a great husband, a great friend, a great horse-
man and a great American. He will be sorely
missed.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2299,

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2002

SPEECH OF

HON. KEVIN BRADY
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, November 30, 2001

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, last
week, the House passed the conference re-
port on H.R. 2299, Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations for
FY 2002. I was pleased to support this legisla-
tion and would like to thank the committee for
including language which benefits my constitu-
ents in the 8th Congressional District of
Texas.

First, the committee was kind enough to in-
clude report language that encourages the
Federal Highway Administration to collaborate
with the Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) at
Texas A&M University on their Work Zone
Safety proposal. TTI is dedicated to a program
of research intended to enhance the overall
safety associated with roadways and, at the
same time, finding approaches for more effi-
ciently handling the traffic demands.

One important example of TTI’s efforts to
improve the safety of our roadways is through
the National Work Zone Safety Information
Clearinghouse. The only one of its kind in the
United States, the Clearinghouse provides in-
formation and referrals to government agen-
cies, public and private organizations, and the
general public concerning the safe and effec-
tive operation of traffic work zones.

Work zones have always been dangerous
places for construction workers and travelers.
With more and more highway construction and
maintenance under way, most of the time traf-
fic cannot be shut down while work is being
done. Highway workers must often perform
their jobs with traffic just a few feet away. Un-
fortunately, this has resulted in more than
20,000 accidents in highway work zones, injur-
ing some 5,000 people and killing 700 more.
In my home state of Texas alone, 125 people
were killed in a construction or maintenance
work zone in 1998.

The National Work Zone Safety Information
Clearinghouse housed at TTI is a part of the
solution. With a toll-free call, a fax or visit to
the Clearinghouse’s website, contractors,
workers and safety officials now have access
to a wide array of information and materials.
The Clearinghouse collects, maintains and
makes available information on work zone
safety, crash statistics, construction standards,
worker safety training, safety products and
public awareness and law enforcement cam-
paigns. Through these efforts we are seeing
progress, but more work needs to be done to
help make work zones safer and save more
lives.

The continued efforts of TTI and the Clear-
inghouse are critical to furthering work zone
safety. It is my goal to see that important
transportation research such as the work zone
safety clearinghouse continues to receive the
support it deserves.

I would also like to speak today about a pro-
vision that represents a good example of com-
munity and university partnership in my dis-
trict. The Conference Report provides funding
to Brazos Transit to purchase new buses and

then lease them on a multi-year agreement to
Texas A&M University at a nominal yearly fee.

These new buses will help meet the trans-
portation needs of the community by providing
students living in the community with safe, effi-
cient and economical transportation to and
from campus. This new partnership will benefit
Brazos Transit, Texas A&M University and
most importantly the students.

f

IN HONOR OF STAFF SGT. BRIAN
CODY PROSSER

HON. ELTON GALLEGLY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor
Special Forces Staff Sgt. Brian Cody Prosser,
a young man who grew up in my Congres-
sional District and who died Monday in Af-
ghanistan fighting terrorism on behalf of all
Americans.

Sgt. Prosser hails from Frazier Park, Cali-
fornia, a small, tight-knit community in the Los
Padres National Forest’s high country. He was
captain of his high school football team and
enlisted in the Army after graduation in 1991.
Friends and family have described him as
‘‘dedicated,’’ ‘‘brave,’’ ‘‘tough,’’ and ‘‘down-to-
earth.’’

His father, Brian D. Prosser, who is also an
Army veteran, called his son a ‘‘warrior’’ and
said Sgt. Prosser died doing what he wanted
to do.

Sgt. Prosser was proud to be an American,
trained hard to become one of America’s elite
soldiers, and died a hero at age 28 doing his
job to rid the world of terrorists and those who
harbor them. Our country is saddened by his
death and those of his comrades who died
with him, Master Sgt. Jefferson Donald Davis,
39, of Watauga, Tennessee, and Sgt. 1st
Class Daniel Henry Petithory, 32, of Cheshire,
Massachusetts. At the same time we are hon-
ored and thankful for their commitment to
America and the sacrifice they were willing to
risk on our behalf.

Sgt. Prosser is survived by his wife,
Shawna; his parents, Brian and Ingrid Prosser;
and three brothers, Jarudd, Michael, and
Reed.

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues will join
me in honoring Sgt. Prosser’s sacrifice on be-
half of his country and in offering our heartfelt
sympathy to his family and friends, as well as
to the family and friends of Sgt. Davis and
Sgt. Petithory.

f

IN HONOR OF THE LATE JAMES
WORTH

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
a dynamic community leader, a good friend,
and a committed protector of his neighbor-
hood, the late James Worth. He will be sorely
missed by all of those who knew him.

Over forty years ago, James Worth left his
native North Carolina and arrived in Brooklyn.
Since that time, he built a fine family with his

wife, Ruth and a legacy of hard work and
dedication to his community. Among his many
achievements, he started a community garden
where people would gather and discuss the
issues of the day. That garden remains an
oasis in a community that faces its share of
difficulties. In addition, he was the long time
leader of the Georgia Ave. Block Association.
James’ commitment to his community ex-
tended beyond his civic concerns, as he was
involved in the political arena as well. If some-
one was going to represent James’ commu-
nity, James wanted to be sure to check them
out first.

Mr. Speaker, the late James Worth was a
hard working community leader, a dedicated
political leader and a true friend to all those
who knew him. As such, he is more than wor-
thy of receiving this recognition and I urge my
colleagues to join me in honoring this truly ad-
mirable man who will be sorely missed.

f

TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL A. POLLACK

HON. J.D. HAYWORTH
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to a valued constituent, Michael
A. Pollack, president and founder of Michael
A. Pollack Real Estate Investments in Mesa,
Arizona and a man who is devoted to improv-
ing the lives of those living in the communities
surrounding his housing developments.

Michael Pollack’s involvement with the com-
munity is well known and the list of causes to
which he contributes is lengthy. Operating on
the philosophy that corporate philanthropy be-
gins at home, Michael has contributed gener-
ously to numerous local causes, including the
Chandler Service Club, the YMCA, the Boys
and Girls Clubs of America, Chandler Re-
gional Hospital, several local high schools,
various churches, synagogues and rescue
missions, as well as the D.A.R.E. program. He
also supports national charities, including Spe-
cial Olympics, the Juvenile Diabetes Founda-
tion and the American Cancer Society, to
name just a few.

Earlier this year, Michael arranged for
famed Notre Dame football player Daniel
‘‘Rudy’’ Ruettiger, the subject of the 1993
movie Rudy, to deliver an inspirational pep-
talk to the Dobson High School football team,
which hadn’t posted a winning season since
1994. Following Rudy’s message and a pri-
vate viewing of the Rudy film at Michael’s
Tempe movie theatre, the team went on to win
the first four games of the season.

Michael is a business person who leads by
example and his personal contributions to the
community are many. The end result is that
Michael epitomizes the principles that make
America great: hard work, integrity and giving
back to the community.

I join others, such as former Congressman
and current Secretary of Transportation Nor-
man Mineta; former State Senator John
Huppenthal; Arizona Governor Jane D. Hull;
Glendale, Arizona Mayor Elaine Scruggs;
Mesa, Arizona Mayor Keno Hawker; Chandler,
Arizona Mayor Jay Tibshraeny; Tempe, Ari-
zona Mayor Neil Giuliano; Tucson, Arizona
Mayor Robert Walkup and many other city,
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county and industry leaders in saluting Mi-
chael Pollack for his efforts and his contribu-
tions to the business community. I wish him
well in the years to come.

f

MEMORIAL TO JACQUES
LESSTRANG

HON. JERRY LEWIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I
would like today to honor the memory of
Jacques LesStrang, whose lifetime of accom-
plishments included worldwide recognition as
an author and expert on the Great Lakes and
the founder of Harbor House Publishers. Mr.
LesStrang passed away on December 5, at
the age of 75.

Jacques LesStrang was one of the nation’s
outstanding and most widely quoted authors
on the Great Lakes. He wrote six books on
subjects ranging from international trade to
maritime and political history, to U.S.-Cana-
dian relations. His book ‘‘Seaway,’’ which
chronicled the history of the St. Lawrence
Seaway, was a Book-of-the-Month Club selec-
tion. He began publishing the widely respected
and internationally distributed maritime journal,
Seaway Review, in 1969 and served as Edi-
tor-in-Chief for 24 years. He founded the suc-
cessful regional firm Harbor House Publishers,
and served as CEO until 1990. In addition, Mr.
LesStrang published economic reports for the
U.S. Congress and the Canadian Parliament
and wrote the script for the 1993 PBS docu-
mentary, ‘‘Inward Passage.’’ He was named
‘‘Maritime Writer of the Year’’ by the U.S. Pro-
peller Club and ‘‘Great Lakes Man of the
Year’’ by the governors of the eight Great
Lakes states and premiers of the Canadian
provinces of Ontario and Quebec.

In recent years, Mr. LesStrang served as
the CEO of the LesStrang Group, a Christian
publishing and marketing firm in Palm Desert,
California. LesStrang was also the former
president and creative director of an inter-
national advertising and marketing agency
with offices in Michigan and London, England.
He served as an international marketing con-
sultant to the State of Michigan, heading trade
missions to Europe to generate business for
the state. In addition, he managed a number
of successful state and national political cam-
paigns for congressional and gubernatorial
candidates, including former Michigan Gov-
ernors William Milliken and George Romney.
Mr. LesStrang’s work on international mar-
keting, government, and the maritime industry
has been published in 16 languages.

Bom in Pittsburgh, raised by his mother,
Ada, LesStrang developed a lifelong love of lit-
erature and music, which he shared with his
seven children and eleven grandchildren.
LesStrang served in the Air Force in World
War II and as a military journalist at Scott
Field in St. Louis. He received degrees from
George Washington University in Washington,
D.C. and the University of Michigan.

Perhaps Jacques LesStrang’s greatest leg-
acy is the family he raised with his wife Bar-
bara. Many of the members of the California
Congressional Delegation will attest to the
hard work and dedication of his son, Dave
LesStrang, who is my deputy chief of staff and

served as the staff member to the California
Republican Delegation for many years. In the
last days of his life, Jacques LesStrang was
joined by Dave and his other children—
Michelle Cortright of Boyne City, Michigan;
Diane Mathias of Palm Desert, California;
Steve Marcks of Carlsbad, California; Paul
LesStrang of Ringle, Wisconsin; Linda Keefer
of Ridgefield, Connecticut; and Christian
LesStrang of San Francisco, California—along
with his 11 grandchildren and great-grandson.

Mr. Speaker, please join me in extending
condolences to the family of Jacques
LesStrang and in remembering his many
achievements.

f

MARION: A COMMUNITY OF
CHARACTER

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, at a time when
America has rediscovered the power of tradi-
tional virtues, I bring to your attention an in-
spiring project that students in Marion in the
Fourth Congressional District of Ohio have un-
dertaken.

Students at the Elgin Junior and Senior
High Schools have embraced President
George W. Bush’s ‘‘Community of Character’’
initiative. The Elgin Energizer Show Choir,
under the direction of Tanyce J. Addison, is
highlighting the theme of character during its
music programs. The students are performing
public concerts, including one entitled ‘‘A Con-
cert of Character,’’ that have inspired children
and adults alike. These performances are
sending a positive message about the impor-
tance of good character and moral conduct.

Setting an example for her students, Ms.
Addison secured a $500 ‘‘Music With Char-
acter’’ grant that has allowed students to
share their musical gifts with the community.
Other projects have included a concert with a
drug-free message, and a collection of student
essays and poetry. According to Ms. Addison,
these events ‘‘have been tremendously ac-
cepted by the students and the community.
We have many more activities planned to con-
tinue on.’’

In praise of this project, the principal at
Elgin High School, Robert A. Britton, wrote,
‘‘We here in the Elgin Local School District are
making a serious attempt at instituting the
message that President George W. Bush was
delivering to an elementary school in Florida
on September 11, 2001.’’

I have informed President Bush that he will
find, in Marion, a shining example of a com-
munity embracing the values that have kept
America strong through every challenge. The
students at Elgin are a source of pride for the
community, and serve as an example for the
nation.

As Marion’s representative in Congress, I
am pleased to be able to take this opportunity
to recognize the work of the students, Ms.
Addison, and the Elgin Local School District.

CELEBRATING THE 15 YEARS OF
REVEREND DR. KENNY SMITH’S
PASTORSHIP

HON. TOM DAVIS
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I

rise today to honor a great citizen of Northern
Virginia, Reverend Dr. Kenny Smith. He is cur-
rently serving as pastor at the First Baptist
Church of Vienna, Virginia. Along with cele-
brating Rev. Smith’s 15 years of service, the
Church is celebrating its 134th anniversary of
serving the community.

Rev. Kenny Smith is originally from Atlanta,
Georgia, and attended the University of Ne-
braska-Omaha, Howard University, and Vir-
ginia Union University.

His resume includes a great deal of other
accomplishments. Most recently, he received
the Dean’s Pastor’s Award from the Dean of
Howard University’s School of Theology and
the Outstanding Achievement in Religion
Award from the Howard University Alumni
Club of Northern Virginia. He is a well traveled
man as well. He visited Israel, the seven
churches mentioned in Revelation (Turkey),
the Isle of Patmos (Greece), as well as 8
other countries.

Reverend Smith currently serves on the
General Board of the Baptist General Conven-
tion in Richmond, Virginia. He is also on the
Board of Directors for Habitat for Humanity.
Previously, he held a position with the Fairfax
County Branch of the NAACP.

Through his leadership, the First Baptist
Church has continued its excellence in serving
the community. One organization that the
church is constantly willing to support is Habi-
tat for Humanity. The members of the church
have assisted in building many homes for fam-
ilies in need. The church even helped with the
cost of the supplies.

In 1996, members of the church traveled to
South Carolina to help in the rebuilding of
churches, after several were burned down by
acts of arson. And under the guidance of Rev.
Smith, members of the church went, along
with another local church, to Haiti on a mis-
sionary project.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to send my
best wishes to Reverend Dr. Kenny Smith for
his 15th anniversary with the First Baptist
Church of Vienna and wish him the best in his
future endeavors. It’s been said that a good
leader takes a little more than his share of the
blame, a little less than his share of the credit.
This is the kind of selfless humility that has
characterized Reverend Smith’s tenure at his
church. I ask that my colleagues join me in
congratulating this fine citizen.

f

IN HONOR OF VERNON K. JONES

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of

Vernon K. Jones in recognition of his remark-
able career in business and as an entre-
preneur.

Vernon K. Jones is married to Marcella
Jones, a dance teacher at JHS 258, in Brook-
lyn; they have two sons, Vernon Jr. and
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Avery. They own a home in Clinton Hill,
Brooklyn. Vernon has a Bachelor’s Degree in
Accounting with extensive coursework in Busi-
ness Management and Marketing, from St.
Francis College, in Brooklyn. He used his edu-
cation to become an Accountant for the Indus-
trial Bank of Japan. After working there for two
years he joined Showtime/The Movie Channel
as an Accounting Coordinator. Following one
year in that position he decided to go out on
his own and start his own business.

Vernon started a commercial building main-
tenance company, Reliable Cleaning Corp. His
company grew to employ over 25 full time and
15 part time employees. The company was re-
organized in 1996, giving employees the op-
portunity to own and operate their own inde-
pendent cleaning service business, as an al-
ternative to franchising. Within a four-year pe-
riod, Reliable, Inc. grew to over 150 accounts.
Vernon helped to start over 50 entrepreneurs
in their own commercial cleaning business in
New York City. Last year, Mr. Jones sold his
cleaning business to one of the companies
that he helped to start so that he could fully
concentrate on the development of his new
business venture,’’ itsaboute.com, inc’’. His
new corporation is responsible for creating
business concepts and developing these con-
cepts into strong independent businesses.
‘‘Itsaboute.com, inc.’’ will own a majority stake
in each developed business. This has been a
dream of Vernon’s since he was a young boy,
to own a majority stake in various businesses
that he conceptualized.

The first company developed by
‘‘itsaboute.com, inc.’’ is New York City Teach-
ers, Inc. This company was developed to le-
verage the power of the teachers in the NYC
Public School system. Through Vernon’s mar-
keting and business management experience,
New York City Teachers, Inc. already have
over 6,000 teachers on board with the com-
pany. This is remarkable because the com-
pany was just launched in May 2001, with the
help of his wife, Marcella.

Just as in the commercial cleaning busi-
ness, Vernon is using unorthodox marketing
strategies. He is giving all 81,000 NYC public
school teachers an equity stake in the Cor-
poration. The goal is to have all of the teach-
ers involved, through a monthly newspaper
that will be sent to every teacher’s home,
which will begin within the next 6 months. He
is also in the process of partnering with a
Massachusetts company, which has agreed to
provide Internet access to all NY Teachers
and this will form a strong Online community,
very similar to America Online. The online
teacher community is ‘‘NYCteachers.com’’,
and the offline teacher community will be the
monthly newspaper, seminars events to honor
good teachers, etc.

In between running his businesses and
spending time with his family. Vernon coaches
youth basketball teams during, the summer,
fall and winter seasons. This is his way to
educate kids about life.

Mr. Speaker, Vernon K. Jones is a remark-
able businessman, entrepreneur and commu-
nity leader. As such he is more than worthy of
receiving our recognition today. I urge my col-
leagues to joining me in honoring this truly re-
markable man.

TRIBUTE TO MARY ANN HEIMERS

HON. DUNCAN HUNTER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Mary Ann Heimers for her many accom-
plishments and contributions to the people of
San Diego and, in particular, our community in
East County. Mary Ann, and her husband Wolf
Heimers, have lived in my district for over 35
years and have been strong pillars of the El
Cajon business community for 48 years. Mary
Ann has touched thousands of lives through
her many years of service as a volunteer.

Mrs. Heimers is always at the forefront of
assisting those in need. She has spent over
twenty years in service to our neighborhood’s
elderly, sick, and those who just need a help-
ing hand. Mary Ann’s dedication to others is
evident in the work she performs with non-
profit groups in San Diego, such as Victory
Chapel, SHARE, the Food Pantry, and the
countless number of people she helps every
day. Last year, she was named Volunteer of
the Year for 2000 by a local service club for
her outstanding work in San Diego County.

I have personally worked beside Mary Ann
on many occasions and have witnessed her
commitment to our community and the joy and
comfort she brings to those who need it most.
Again, I am honored to rise today in special
recognition of my friend Mary Ann, and join
her friends and family, including her husband
Wolf, son Richard, daughter Susan, and
grandchildren, to commend her work and
thank her for her tireless efforts throughout the
many years of service to our community and
our Nation.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE EISENHOWER
MEDICAL CENTER

HON. MARY BONO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mrs. BONO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize Eisenhower Medical Center on the
occasion of its 30th Anniversary.

Eisenhower Medical Center is the only not-
for-profit hospital in the Coachella Valley.

The mission of Eisenhower Medical Center
is ‘‘to provide excellent health care services
and education to enhance the health of our
community.’’

Eisenhower Medical Center has provided
high quality, compassionate patient care
through a full range of state-of-the-art diag-
nostic treatment, and emergency facilities to
residents of the Coachella Valley and beyond
for 30 years.

The spirit of volunteerism, philanthropy and
patriotism found at Eisenhower is truly impres-
sive. There are more than 800 active volun-
teers working at the medical center and nearly
1,800 Auxiliary members.

The Boards of Trustees, Directors and Gov-
ernors, physicians, employees and volunteers
are dedicated to maintaining Eisenhower’s
leadership role in providing quality patient care
and community service.

Eisenhower’s reputation for outstanding pa-
tient care attracts physicians and professional

staff from the finest in their fields. Their exper-
tise in clinical care, combined with compassion
and understanding, has made Eisenhower the
health care provider of choice in the Coachella
Valley.

The 261 bed hospital continues to be a
leader in providing innovative treatment, lead-
ing-edge procedures and important clinical re-
search in cardiology, orthopedics and cancer
care.

Eisenhower conducts the type of research
typically found at university-based medical
centers in the fields of cancer care, ortho-
pedics, infectious diseases and cardiology.
The medical center’s contributions to exploring
new treatment methods in these fields are
shaping the future of medicine around the
world.

Eisenhower Medical Center is unique
among hospitals, bringing health education
through the Annenberg Center for Health
Sciences, drug and alcohol treatment through
the Betty Ford Center, and care for victims of
child abuse through the Barbara Sinatra Chil-
dren’s Center.

As Eisenhower looks towards its future, all
of the constituents of California’s 44th Con-
gressional District can be comforted in know-
ing of the expansion of their services. The
new millennium will usher in the extension of
programs in Cardiology, Cancer Care, and Or-
thopedics.

Again, I would like to recognize the contribu-
tions that Eisenhower Medical Center has
made to the thousands of constituents who
have received medical assistance over the
past 30 years.

f

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 3423

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I

am introducing today a bill to make certain re-
servists eligible for burial at Arlington National
Cemetery. I am joined by the Honorable
FRANK WOLF, Honorable MIKE BILIRAKIS, Hon-
orable STEVE BUYER, Honorable MIKE SIMP-
SON, Honorable RICHARD BAKER, Honorable
ROB SIMMONS and Honorable TOM DAVIS in in-
troducing this measure. Our bill would allow
burial at Arlington National Cemetery of (1) re-
serve members under age 60 who but for their
age would have been eligible at the time of
their death for retired pay under title 10; and
(2) reserve component members who die in
the line of duty while on active duty for training
or inactive duty training. The bill would be ef-
fective for interments occurring after the date
of enactment.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud that this Nation af-
fords a final resting place for every veteran
who has honorably served in its Armed
Forces. The Department of Veterans Affairs
administers 133 national cemeteries through-
out the United States, and since 1980 has
provided $82 million in grants to states to es-
tablish or expand 42 state veterans ceme-
teries. Last year, over 82,000 veterans and
family members were interred in VA ceme-
teries and more than 14,000 veterans and
family members were buried in state veterans
cemeteries. In addition, 3,727 veterans and
family members were buried at Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery (ANC), which is administered
by the Department of the Army.
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I will not recite the storied history of this

cemetery nor the famous Americans who are
buried there. However, because there is lim-
ited space for in-ground burial at the ceme-
tery, in 1967 the Army adopted rules restrict-
ing eligibility as to which veterans can be bur-
ied at ANC. (ANC will provide space for cre-
mated remains in its columbaria for an honor-
ably discharged veteran eligible for burial at
any of the other national cemeteries.) In gen-
eral, Army rules restrict in-ground burial at
ANC to veterans who were wounded in com-
bat, died on active duty, received one of the
military services’ highest awards for gallantry,
were held as a prisoner of war, or retired from
military service. In addition, veterans who do
not meet these criteria but whose served in a
high Federal office (e.g. cabinet secretary, Su-
preme Court justice, Member of the House or
Senate) are also eligible, as are the immediate
family members of all veterans buried there.

Under the current Army rules, which few
Americans are familiar with, a reservist who
has retired from the Armed Forces but is not
yet age 60 is ineligible for in-ground burial at
ANC. Similarly, members of the reserve com-
ponents who die while performing training duty
on a weekend or for a two-week period are
not eligible for in-ground burial at ANC, even
though servicemembers who die in similar cir-
cumstances while on active duty would be eli-
gible for such burial.

Given the increased responsibilities as-
signed to our Reserve and National Guard
forces, I believe that a compassionate govern-
ment should treat these reserve component
members whose death is in the line of duty in
the same manner as those active duty mem-
bers whose death occurs in the line of duty.
We should honor their service and the loss of
their lives the same, even though their families
may elect not to bury them at Arlington. That
is the purpose of this legislation, and I urge
Members to support it.

f

IN HONOR OF SHARONNIE M.
PERRY

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in recogni-
tion of the outstanding community service of
Sharonnie M. Perry.

Sharronie Perry was bom in Bedford
Stuyvesant in Brooklyn, New York. She is the
mother of two sons, Da-Shawn and Jah-Son
and the proud grandmother of Jayla and Jah-
Son.

Serving her church and her community for
over thirty years, Sharonnie has distinguished
herself as a hard worker committed to service.
She is part of numerous community organiza-
tions, including Our Lady of Charity Church,
The Knights of Peter Claver Auxiliary Court
229 and Solid Ground Ministries where she
works closely with Father James E. Goode
and Grandlady Carmela Rodriguez. Involving
herself in the politics of the community. She
has served as a campaign manager for some
of Brooklyn’s most powerful elected officials
from all levels of government. Sharonnie is
currently the District Director in my Fulton
Street Office as well as the Chairperson of
Community Board 5.

Following her motto: ‘‘I have come to serve
and not be served’’, Sharonnie has received
numerous awards and acknowledgements for
her tireless efforts. By extending her hands to
those in need and dedicating her life to her
brothers and sister. Sharonnie has brought
hope to those on the verge of giving up. As
Co-Chair of the Ladies HIV/AIDS and Home-
less Ministry, she helps to provide meals,
shelter and the comfort of visitation to those
many choose to forget. As the founder of the
First Women’s Day to be held in the Catholic
Church, Sharonnie raised over $75,000 in
funds to buy a church van for Our Lady of
Charity Church and to make renovations in the
Malcolm-Bethune Hall.

Sharonnie has evangelized on both the local
and national levels. Performing the opening
prayer service at the National Convention for
the Knights of Peter Claver Ladies Auxiliary
for the past six years has been one of her
greatest pleasures. She has had the honor of
being invited to be the keynote speaker at the
Young Black Achievers program and the HIV/
AIDS prayer service in the Archdiocese of
New York. Using a very personal and ‘‘hands
on’’’ approach, Sharonnie has been invited
over and over again to conduct workshops
across the City. Most recently, she facilitated
the HIV/AIDS workshop for the Office of Black
Catholics in the Bronx. Sharonnie, also con-
ducted a workshop in July 2001 for the Na-
tional Gathering of Black Catholic Women
sponsored by the National Black Sister Con-
ference in Charlotte, North Carolina.

Mr. Speaker, Sharonnie Perry’s contribu-
tions to Brooklyn have definitely improved the
quality of life for her neighbors and her com-
munity. As such, she is more than worthy of
receiving our recognition today and I urge my
colleagues to join me in honoring this truly re-
markable woman.

f

TRIBUTE TO DEBORAH ERVIN

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to Deborah Ervin of Edinburg, Illi-
nois, and her effort to honor all those who
gave their lives for the United States of Amer-
ica.

Ms. Ervin is a woman with a cause. Like so
many brave young Americans, her brother in
law was killed while serving his country in the
Vietnam war. Sometime after this tragic event,
Deborah decided to fly a flag in his honor—
only to find that no flag specifically honoring
those who died in combat existed. Not to be
deterred, Ms. Ervin decided that if such a flag
did not exist, that she would just have to cre-
ate it.

It was a long process, but I was lucky
enough to be presented with the results: a
beautiful flag meant to honor all those men
and women who have died for their country.
The flag portrays an American eagle in flight
to represent the strength and freedom of
America; above the eagle is a blue cross that
is meant to represent the sacrifice of those
who have died. Both the eagle and cross are
within the outline of a solemn tombstone, with
a background of red and white stripes.

Ms. Ervin wished me to fly the flag in honor
of her brother, and I have honored her re-

quest—it now stands proudly outside of my of-
fice. In addition, she also wished us to forward
a second flag on to Mayor Giuliani in New
York. This we have done in honor of the brave
policemen, firefighters, men, women and chil-
dren who lost their lives to terrorism on Sep-
tember 11th.

Mr, Speaker, in creating this flag Ms. Ervin
has done us all a great service. Recent events
have served to remind us that we can remain
free only because our people are willing to de-
fend that freedom, and this flag is a fitting trib-
ute to them. Ms. Ervin deserves our thanks,
not only for creating such a heartwarming
symbol, but also for her patriotism and devo-
tion to her country. May God bless her, and
may God bless the United States of America.

f

THE OVER-THE-ROAD BUS SECU-
RITY AND SAFETY ACT OF 2001

HON. THOMAS E. PETRI
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, today, the leader-

ship of the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee has introduced the Over-the-Road
Bus Security and Safety Act of 2001. This bi-
partisan legislation puts in place a bus security
program to better protect the bus riding public.

The latest figures from the American Bus
Association demonstrate that the over-the-
road bus industry, comprised of private bus
and tour and travel operators, transports 774
million passengers annually. The industry’s
800 bus operators and almost 200 tour opera-
tors, using 40,000 motor coaches, transport
more passengers than the airlines and Amtrak
combined (650 million passengers). In addi-
tion, Greyhound Bus Lines and its interline
partners take passengers to some 4,000 des-
tinations, more than 7 times the number
served by air or Amtrak.

Since the attacks of September 11, 2001,
the Committee has reemphasized its examina-
tion of all modes of transportation security. As
an important element of multi-modal transpor-
tation, the over-the-road bus industry must in-
crease its security measures. Unfortunately,
recent terrorist acts on foreign buses and bus
stations demonstrate the necessity for bus se-
curity. In fact, an analysis of worldwide ter-
rorist activities from 1920–2000 shows that
49% of terrorist attacks involve a bus or a bus
facility.

While bus operators have made some secu-
rity improvements, Congress must provide as-
sistance to their ongoing efforts. Our legisla-
tion establishes a grant program that will be
administered by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation. Eligible uses include expanding the
passenger and baggage screening process,
establishing electronic ticketing, hiring security
officers and making physical security improve-
ments to bus stations. This program is author-
ized at $200 million in the first fiscal year.
After an appropriation is made, a twenty-five
cent per ticket fee will be taken on tickets over
five dollars. This fee will be used to fund the
bus safety program in the following fiscal
years.

This is an affordable bill that brings the
priceless bargain of security to the bus riding
public. I hope that my colleagues support this
bipartisan effort to better protect the bus riding
public.
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STOP STROKE ACT

HON. CHARLES W. ‘‘CHIP’’ PICKERING
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, the United
States spends over $30 billion each year in
caring for persons who have suffered from
strokes. Stroke is the third leading cause of
death in this country, claiming the life of an in-
dividual every three and a half minutes.
Today, Congresswoman CAPPS and I are in-
troducing a bill that will help to educate the
public on the symptoms of stroke and the im-
portance of rapid treatment.

My home state of Mississippi is ranked sev-
enth in leading the nation in stroke deaths.
The STOP Stroke Act will provide the nec-
essary tools to help hundreds of thousands of
Americans make the right choice in seeking
medical help with the onset of a stroke. We
know that it is important that treatment be ad-
ministered as quickly as possible after a
stroke, yet fewer than three percent of patients
receive clot-dissolving drugs that are nec-
essary to improve the patient’s recovery.

It is important that we take the steps that
are required to educate the American public
about the symptoms and treatments of
strokes. We must work to pass the Stroke
Treatment and Ongoing Prevention (STOP
Stroke) Act to ensure that we save lives and
improve the quality of medical treatment to
stroke victims.

f

IN MEMORY OF STAN KAPLAN

HON. JOHN M. SPRATT, JR.
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, Stan Kaplan sur-
vived the Depression, fought in World War II,
and in 1965 moved with his wife, Sis, to Char-
lotte, North Carolina, where they purchased a
radio station and took it to the top of the rating
charts. Stan Kaplan died this week, leaving his
adopted community far better than he found it.
The Charlotte Observer sketched his life in an
article that I would like to share with other
Members of Congress. One can say of Stan
Kaplan’s life as another transplanted
Charlottean, Harry Golden, said of his own
life: Only in America.

I submit ‘‘Kaplan, Unsung, if Seldom Un-
heard, Hero’’ for inclusion in the RECORD.

KAPLAN: UNSUNG, IF SELDOM UNHEARD, HERO

(By Jim Morrill and Mark Washburn)
He was a brash Yankee who brought his

liberal politics and oversize personality to a
Southern city that still minded its manners.

Over the next four decades, Stan Kaplan
never changed. But Charlotte did, often with
a nudge from him. That awkward beginning
turned into a comfortable, mutually bene-
ficial partnership.

Kaplan, who suffered from cancer died late
Monday of a heart attack. He was 76. A fu-
neral will be at noon today at Temple Beth
El, 5101 Providence Road.

Along with his wife, Sis, Kaplan helped
transform Charlotte radio and founded the
weekly Leader newspaper. He became a civic
fixture who gave generously to the arts and
other causes, as well as Democratic can-
didates.

‘‘He was one of the great unsung heroes of
Charlotte in the last 50 years,’’ said devel-
oper Johnny Harris. ‘‘Stan and Sis have been
such a major part of making this city better
for all the people.’’

In a city of gray suits, Kaplan was a Tech-
nicolor character.

With beefy girth and bushy eyebrows, he
managed a rumpled look despite tailored
suits and French cuffs. He loved golf, good
cigars and fancy cars. He once drove a Rolls
Royce with a hood ornament that featured
his own likeness, cigar and all.

A Pennsylvania native, he was a consum-
mate salesman.

During the Depression be sold Band-Aids
on the street and one year made more money
than his father, a furniture salesman. After
going off to fight in Normandy, he returned
home and bounced around a succession of
colleges and jobs in radio management.

He was working in syndication when he
met Sis Atlass. More smitten with her than
she was with him, he turned to a sales tech-
nique: flip charts.

‘‘Stanley’s fantastic,’’ said one.
‘‘You’ll just love being married to him,’’

said another.
‘‘He’s better looking than you think,’’ read

a third.
It worked. He and Sis, the daughter of a

Chicago broadcasting executive, decided to
buy their own radio station. Scouring the
country, they settled in 1965 on a small Char-
lotte station called WAYS–AM, then in last
place among eight AM stations.

The Kaplans renamed it ‘‘Big WAYS,’’
changed the music to Top 40—then an alien
format in the Carolinas—and spent lavishly
on talent. Kaplan had a gift for gimmicks,
and his first one shot the station past mar-
ket leader WBT, then a courtly CBS affiliate
still airing ‘‘The Arthur Godfrey Show’’ and
soap operas.

He buried $10,000 and launched the ‘‘Big-
WAYS’’ treasure hunt, giving clues over the
air. The hunt transformed Charlotte into a
moonscape of craters. Excavations were
found in vacant lots, parks and private
yards. Police complained. So did the Federal
Communications Commission. But Kaplan
was undeterred, telling a critic at The Char-
lotte News, ‘‘You can say what you want,
just get my call letters right.’’

The critic was John Kilgo, who later
worked for Kaplan as news director of WAYS
and is now associate publisher of The Leader.

‘‘He was an extremely competitive man,’’
Kilgo said. ‘‘He would win the ratings battle
and send a ratings book over to WBT to
make sure they saw it.’’

Jim Babb, then general sales manager at
WBT, said, ‘‘Stanley turned the radio mar-
ket upside down for the paltry sum of
$10,000.’’

Riding rock music’s surge of popularity,
‘‘Sixty-wonderful WAYS’’ was soon king of
Charlotte radio and the talk of the industry.
Kaplan bought another station—WROQ–
FM—in 1972. He had an eye for talent and
hired a hit parade of personalities including
Morton Downey Jr., Jay Thomas, Robert
Murphy, Long John Silver and Jack Gale.

‘‘Stan hired people a little left of center,
brilliant broadcasters but quirky in their
own way. But Stan loved that. They were
personalities,’’ said NBC6 forecaster Larry
Sprinkle, who spent 13 years at the station.

Since 1950, when he campaigned in Boston
for a young Jack Kennedy’s congressional
campaign, Kaplan remained a fan of the fam-
ily, campaigning later for Bobby and Ted
Kennedy. On the Kaplans’ 10th anniversary,
they were feted at a party by Bobby Ken-
nedy’s widow, Ethel.

‘‘I don’t know anybody who knew Stanley
who didn’t love him,’’ said former Kennedy
aide Frank Mackiewicz.

He donated generously to N.C. Democrats,
including Harvey Gantt, Jim Hunt and John
Edwards.

‘‘While he loved politics, you wouldn’t say
he was politic himself,’’ said retired banker
Hugh McColl Jr., a longtime friend. ‘‘Stanley
was an in-your-face kind of guy.’’

The outspoken Kaplan once shoved a WBT
reporter, which brought him an assault
charge and eventual acquittal.

Through it all, he remained a salesman.
Selling his radio stations, buying a news-
paper, selling it and buying it again.

‘‘He couldn’t stay out of the action,’’ said
McColl. ‘‘I was always advising him to enjoy
the roses, but that wasn’t him. He was al-
ways back in the fray. Loved it too much.
Loved the competition.’’

In addition to his wife, Kaplan is survived
by daughters Leslie Kaplan Schlernitzauer
and Susan Kaplan Guild. The family requests
memorials be made to Temple Beth El, or to
Charlotte Children’s Hospital Fund in honor
of Grace Schlernitzauer through the Founda-
tion for the Carolinas, 217 S. Tryon St.

In an unusual tribute, at least 14 Charlotte
radio stations will observe a moment of si-
lence this afternoon in Kaplan’s memory.

Jay Thomas, the former Kaplan DJ who
went on to become a TV star, last spoke to
Kaplan a week ago, as Kaplan lay ill with
cancer. To his surprise, Kaplan started talk-
ing about his latest marketing project for
The Leader.

‘‘I said, ‘Stan, I can’t believe you’re still
trying to make sales calls,‘ ’ Thomas recalls.
‘‘He said, ‘Just think. There’s going to be
someone out there who’s going to say I was
Stan Kaplan’s last pitch.’ ’’

f

IN HONOR OF NEIL J. MOORE

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
Mr. Neil J. Moore in recognition of his service
to New York City’s healthcare community.

Neil J. Moore has spent his entire career
with the New York City Health and Hospital
Corporation since starting as a High School
Cooperative Intern in 1979. He has estab-
lished a true commitment to public service.
Today, he is a results oriented executive with
broad-based knowledge in all areas of hospital
finance. He is presently the Deputy Chief Fi-
nancial Officer at the North Brooklyn Health
Network which includes Woodhull Hospital and
Cumberland Diagnostic and Treatment Center.

He has served in numerous capacities at
other Health and Hospitals Corporation facili-
ties including Kings County Hospital, East
New York Diagnostic and Treatment Center
and Dr. Susan Smith McKinney Nursing and
Rehabilitation Center.

He received a Masters of Public Administra-
tion degree from Long Island University and a
Bachelor of Science degree in Human Re-
sources from St. Joseph College and has also
completed studies towards an MBA degree. In
addition, he completed an executive develop-
ment program in Public Policy at New York
University. Neil is affiliated with several na-
tional organizations, which includes the Amer-
ican College of Health Care Executives, The
National Association of Health Services Ex-
ecutives, The National Association of Public
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Hospitals and the Health Care Finance Man-
agement Association. He volunteers his serv-
ices as the Treasurer for the New York Chap-
ter of the National Association of Health Serv-
ice Executives.

Neil provides mentorship to undergraduates
and graduate students from the Institute of Di-
versity, a program designed to develop aspir-
ing minority health care executives. He is also
involved in the Long Island University men-
toring program. He has conducted motivational
speaking lectures for high school students on
many occasions. His goal is to make a dif-
ference and to close the gap in the disparities
that exist in healthcare by ensuring that more
minority students become health care pro-
viders.

Neil is married to Carol Moore. He and
Carol are the proud parents of Oneika, Dionne
and Joshua.

Mr. Speaker, Neil J. Moore has dedicated
himself to the healthcare and education of his
community. As such, he is more than worthy
of receiving this recognition and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in honoring this truly re-
markable man.

f

DELHI BULLDOGS, NEW YORK
STATE CHAMPS

HON. SHERWOOD L. BOEHLERT
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today

to pay tribute and offer congratulations to the
Delhi varsity football team which is the pride
and joy of the Delhi community after winning
the New York State Class C Football Cham-
pionship. The Bulldogs, under the leadership
of veteran coach Dave Kelly, defeated a
tough-as-nails Cambridge team 39–21 to se-
cure a school-record 12th win of the season
and the state title.

Football is the ultimate team sport, and the
young men of the Delhi Bulldogs have
reached the pinnacle of achievement at their
level of competition. Proof of the team’s ex-
traordinary ability can be found beyond the
score in the words of the opposing coach in
the championship game: ‘‘There are not a
whole lot of teams that can beat you the way
Delhi can. They seem to do everything well.’’
That’s a high compliment.

Mr. Speaker, big plays at crucial times in
the game proved to be the difference. One of
the biggest plays was an interception by de-
fensive back Tom Tuthill in the end zone that
stopped a Cambridge scoring drive with just
under six minutes left in the 4th quarter. At the
time, Delhi was clinging to a 32–21 lead.
Tuthill had another interception in the game as
well, along with two picks by teammate Mike
Barnes.

On offense, the team was led by the cohe-
sive offensive line, quarterback Chris Clark,
running backs Brian Neale and Brett Sohns,
and big play receiver Mike Barnes. As an of-
fensive unit, they got the job done.

Not only was the Bulldog’s impact felt on
the field, but felt off the field as well. More
than 3,000 supporters of the team traveled to
Syracuse to watch what was probably the big-
gest game in school history. They did not go
home disappointed.

These young men have achieved greatness
on the football field. There is no doubt in my

mind that they can channel what they learned
this year from one another on the football field
under Coach Kelly’s direction to the rest of
their life’s activities. That’s the great thing
about interscholastic sports.

Mr. Speaker, the Delhi Bulldogs varsity foot-
ball team has made their coaches, class-
mates, teachers, parents, and the entire Delhi
community proud. They have also made their
Congressman proud.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JAMES H. MALONEY
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker,
on Wednesday, December 5, 2001, I was un-
avoidably detained and missed rollcall vote
No. 475. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 475.

f

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
IN HONORING THE CREW AND
PASSENGERS OF UNITED AIR-
LINES FLIGHT 93

SPEECH OF

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 5, 2001

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H. Con. Res. 232, which for-
mally expresses the sentiment of Congress in
honoring the crew and passengers aboard
United Airlines Flight 93.

On September 11, 2001, four aircraft were
hijacked and then simultaneously used as
weapons of mass destruction against the
United States. Through the selfless acts of the
crew and passengers, one of those aircraft,
United Airlines Flight 93, fell far short of its in-
tended target—Washington, D.C. I have no
doubt that it is because of the heroic actions
taken by the crew and passengers of Flight
93, that the Washington D.C. area did not sus-
tain more damage. We owe them our eternal
gratitude.

Like the Pan Am 103 terrorist attack in De-
cember 1988, the events of September 11th
have challenged us as a nation, and have
forced this Congress and this Administration to
re-evaluate the state of security for domestic
and international commercial air service.

On November 19, 2001, President Bush
signed into law the Aviation and Transpor-
tation Security Act (P.L. 107–71). This Act
completely overhauls our nation’s aviation se-
curity system. In addition to integrating all se-
curity functions within a new Transportation
Security Administration, the Act also federal-
izes the screening workforce to greatly im-
prove the quality of the screening process.
Further, the Act mandates 100 percent
checked-baggage screening, strengthens
cockpit security, expands the Federal Air Mar-
shal program, and ensures that all crew-
members receive proper training to deal with
terrorist attacks. These changes will go far to
close loopholes in aviation security. Equally
important, however, is to ensure that our intel-
ligence gathering keeps pace with these new

threats. Credible, potential threat information
must be readily synthesized and disseminated
to prevent a future tragedy such as that
befalling Flight 93.

Eleven years ago, the President’s Commis-
sion on Aviation Security and Terrorism, on
which I served as a Commissioner, rec-
ommended that we become more aggressive
in our intelligence gathering, evaluation, and
dissemination. Quoting from the report,

The Commission also recommends greater
emphasis within the intelligence community on
developing a specific union whose principle
function will be long-term strategic thinking
and planning on terrorism. The objective is to
be better able to anticipate future terrorist
strategies and tactics, rather than simply to
react to incidents as they occur.

This is the most challenging aspect of our
aviation security network. It is difficult to pene-
trate these highly-secretive organizations that
operate on a war-like footing. The Aviation
and Transportation Security Act requires the
coordination and sharing and dissemination of
intelligence information among federal agen-
cies, including the new Transportation Security
Administration. Counter-terrorism also requires
renewed higher-level coordination through
Interpol, with our allies, and with other nations
like Russia and China, as the PanAm Com-
mission recommended eleven years ago. The
skills of terrorists have stepped up several lev-
els since the Commission’s 1990 report. We
must ensure that our counter-intelligence rises
to meet that threat.

With the appropriate counter-intelligence ef-
forts and security implemented to the fullest
extent, we can ensure that the legacy of the
crew and passengers of Flight 93 is world-
class aviation and inter-modal security system.
Our citizens can forever enjoy the freedom of
travel that this great nation provides to the
envy of the rest of the world.

I urge my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion.

f

THE CLEAN DIAMOND TRADE ACT

HON. TOM UDALL
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, I

rise today as a cosponsor H.R. 2722 to give
it my full support and urge my colleagues to
join me in passing this important piece of leg-
islation. This bill will improve the lives of
countless persons in Africa and around the
world.

For too long, the diamond trade has been a
source of funds for violent rogue leaders and
their cronies to purchase the weapons they
use to terrorize, dominate, and murder inno-
cent civilians in some of the world’s most des-
perate countries. The illegal diamond trade
has also been a significant source of funds for
the al Queda terrorist organization and
Ossama bin Laden. Wars have been fought
and entire populations have been eliminated in
pursuit of this dirty money, but today the
United States Congress will act to cut off the
flow of these ‘‘Conflict Diamonds.’’

Today, we take the first step to prohibit the
importation of conflict diamonds and their de-
rivatives into the United States. This will have
an immediate and major impact on the inter-
national diamond market. The United States is
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a major buyer of diamonds, and our importa-
tion policy will immediately begin to end the
trade in conflict diamonds and force inter-
national diamond brokers to certify that their
suppliers do not engage in illegal activities.

I am pleased to see that the United States
is taking such swift and determined action on
this important issue. This is an important day
for international human rights, and our actions
here today will have a lasting impact on the
lives of millions around the world. Please join
me in voting ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 2722.

f

IN HONOR OF NICOLE CHRIS-STINA
MASON

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
Nicole Chris-stina Mason in recognition of her
selection as the Concerned Women of Brook-
lyn’s Youth of the Year.

Nicole Chris-stina Mason was born in
Brooklyn on October 8, 1984 and she has
been raising eyebrows ever since. She is cur-
rently a junior at Boys and Girls High with a
B average in the honors program. As she
looks to the future, Nicole is preparing for the
challenges and opportunities that will be of-
fered in college. She is planning attending ei-
ther Ohio State or the University of Florida to
study Computer Engineering next fall.

In addition to focusing on her schoolwork,
Nicole is involved in numerous other activities.
At Boys and Girls High School, during the
spring semester, Nicole is a part of the softball
team. She has been on the team now for
three-years and hopes to continue playing in
college. Also, during her lunchtime, Nicole vol-
unteers in the school snack store. When she
is not in school, Nicole works part-time at
McDonald’s to save money for college.

During Nicole’s young life she has already
received numerous honors: in junior high
school, Nicole received the Principal Award for
being on the honor roll for both years of Junior
High School; she received an athletic award,
a leadership award, a Presidential Education
Award signed by then President Bill Clinton,
and a Science Award from the United Federa-
tion of Teachers Science Committee for my
Science Award winning 1st place in the
science fair. More recently, at Boys and Girls
High School she has received awards in math
and computer as ‘‘student of the month’’, a
Martin Luther King Jr. Award, an Achievement
Award, several Honor Roll plaques, and also
had her picture and biography in the United
States Achievement Academy 2000 National
Awards book for Foreign Language. Outside
of school, she has received a Choir Member
of the Year Award from Berean Missionary
Baptist Church.

Mr. Speaker, Nicole Chris-stina Mason is a
rising star. She has received numerous
awards and is just beginning what will be a life
full of success. This weekend she is being
honored by the Concerned Women of Brook-
lyn as their Youth of the Year. As such, she
is more than worthy of receiving our recogni-
tion today and I urge my colleagues to join me
in honoring this young woman on the cusp of
stardom.

HONORING SHERIFF PATRICK J.
SULLIVAN, JR.

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I consider it a
great privilege to have this opportunity to pay
tribute to Mr. Patrick J. Sullivan, Jr. He has
dedicated the majority of his life to preserving
the rights and freedoms of American citizens.
He will be honored on December 10, 2001 as
a recipient of the Annual Civil Rights Award
presented by the Civil Rights Committee of the
Mountain States office of the Anti-Defamation
League.

Patrick Sullivan began his service as a law
enforcement officer in 1962 at the Littleton Po-
lice Department. In 1983, he was appointed to
the position of Sheriff of the Arapahoe County
Sheriffs Department, which he still holds
today. In addition to winning every election
campaign for Sheriff since 1984, he has ac-
complished many goals in his effort to protect
American citizens. His most widely recognized
initiative is in his ongoing fight against hate
crimes. In this fight he has testified before this
body of Congress and has played an active
and successful role in creating the U.S. De-
partment of Justice Hate Crime Training Pro-
gram.

Mr. Speaker, as a former police officer my-
self, it is my honor to recognize Sheriff Patrick
Sullivan, Jr. for his dedication to the safety of
America’s citizens. He has accomplished
many endeavors at both the national and local
levels. Sheriff Sullivan deserves not only the
recognition inherent in receiving the Annual
Civil Rights Award, but also the praise and ad-
miration of this body. Congratulations Sheriff
Sullivan, thank you for your service.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO MR. ALLAN
JONES

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR.
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to recog-
nize the generosity of and pay tribute to one
of my constituents—Mr. Allan Jones.

Mr. Jones lives in Bradley County, Ten-
nessee, where he grew up. During his high
school years, he became a member of the
wrestling team. He has said that wrestling
taught him determination, discipline and char-
acter.

In the years since his high school wrestling
career, he has certainly exhibited these quali-
ties. Most recently, he did so with a large do-
nation to the Cleveland High School to build a
first-class wrestling center. This donation rep-
resents more than $1 million that Mr. Jones
has given to the sport of wrestling in his
hometown.

This is the largest amount ever given by
one individual to a public high school in Ten-
nessee.

Groundbreaking on this new facility was
held only weeks after the gift was made, and
the construction was completed in six months.

The center was named the W.A. Jones
Arena after Mr. Jones’ father. This 10,000

square foot facility will seat 500 people and be
open year-round for wrestling events.

The Cleveland High School wrestling coach
described the new center when he said, ‘‘This
is a dream come true. I can tell you that we’ll
be the envy of the wrestling teams in the
area’’.

Mr. Jones has also provided financial assist-
ance for needed equipment, and scholarship
funds for local wrestlers. In addition, he orga-
nized and funded the first Wrestling Kids Club.

He has also made many other contributions
in his community that are really too lengthy to
mention. Mr. Jones is someone who cares
about the young people in our Country, and
his efforts will have a positive impact for years
to come.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we can all do more
to give back to our communities. Allan Jones
has set an example for all Americans.

f

ACKNOWLEDGING THE DEATH OF
MR. JOE FIGUEROA BARRAGAN

HON. HILDA L. SOLIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ac-
knowledge the death of Mr. Joe Figueroa
Barragan, a labor leader and a dear friend.

Mr. Barragan passed away on Sunday, No-
vember 18th from a heart attack. Joe
Barragan was born in Jalisco, Mexico on May
12, 1957. He immigrated to America at the
age of six along with his family and at the age
of 31 became a U.S. citizen. Joe Barragan
lived a life reflective of the inspiration he
gained from Cesar Chavez, the great labor
and civil rights leader. Mr. Barragan was often
quoted saying ‘‘I believe that we are blessed
by God to be in the Labor Movement and we
should do our best every day to help improve
the lives of others.’’

Mr. Barragan’s career in the retail grocery
business began as a clerk’s helper in 1977. A
decade later, he became a union representa-
tive and field director for the United Food and
Commercial Workers Union (UFCW). In 1991,
Joe Barragan became President of Local 1428
of the UFCW. During his ten years as Presi-
dent of Local 1428, he earned the reputation
of being one of the most progressive and in-
novative union in the nation.

Mr. Barragan also served as National Presi-
dent of United Latinos of UFCW and was
former President and Vice President of Labor
Council for Latin American Advancement
(LCLAA). Mr. Barragan was also very active in
the Democratic Party, having been a delegate
to the Democratic National Convention in
1996, participated in the Convention in Los
Angeles in 2000. I am pleased that he sup-
ported me throughout my career,

Mr. Barragan will be truly missed by his wife
of 21 years, Renata, his daughters, Lauren
and Taylor, his family, friends, and fellow labor
brothers and sisters. I am saddened by the
loss of such an important member of our com-
munity. Mr. Barragan is a true leader that will
be remembered for his personal sacrifice and
service to his community.
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PAYING TRIBUTE TO HENRY

BERNARD DANNELS

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with a sol-
emn heart that I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to recognize the life and memory of a
valuable member of the community of Estes
Park, Colorado. Henry Bernard Dannels died
recently, at the age of seventy-eight. He was
a kind mind with a caring heart and will surely
be missed by all those whom Henry knew.

Mr. Dannels was born in Longmont, Colo-
rado in 1923. As a teenager, he moved with
his family to Estes Park where he attended
high school. He later went on to graduate from
the University of Northern Colorado in Greeley
after which he began his public service.
Dannels served as a Lieutenant and Com-
manding Officer in the Navy during World War
II in the Pacific theatre. After returning to Colo-
rado, Henry became a fixture for the youth in
his community, volunteering for the Boy
Scouts of America as a Cubmaster, Scout-
master and Explorer Advisor. In recognition of
his efforts, he was honored with the Silver
Beaver Award from the Boy Scouts of America
as well as the Golden Key Award from the
City of Estes Park.

Henry’s true dedication and service to his
community began in 1972. Following in his fa-
ther’s footsteps, he was elected as a town
trustee for Estes Park. He served as a town
trustee until he was elected Mayor in 1984.
Mr. Dannels served as a dedicated and caring
Mayor until his retirement in 1996. Prior to re-
tiring, he established a long list of achieve-
ments. His efforts and accomplishments did
not go unnoticed. December 18, 1992 was
named ‘‘Mayor Bernie’s Day.’’

Mr. Speaker, Henry was a great asset to the
people and the town of Estes Park, Colorado.
He fought for Americans in the Pacific as well
as in City Hall. My thoughts and prayers go
out to Mr. Dannels’ friends and family during
these trying times. Henry’s efforts will serve as
a benchmark for those who follow his lead and
his contributions will not be forgotten.

f

SLOVAK PARLIAMENT NARROWLY
DEFEATS REPEAL OF CRIMINAL
DEFAMATION PROVISIONS

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, on
November 8, Slovak Parliamentarian Tomas
Galbavy, a member of the ruling Slovak
Democratic Coalition, introduced an amend-
ment to the Slovak penal code which would
repeal articles that make defamation of certain
public officials a crime. My fellow parliamen-
tarian made an important stand at a time
when many seem to believe that free speech
is an expendable luxury. As Co-Chairman of
the Helsinki Commission, I commend Deputy
Galbavy for his efforts to strengthen one of the
most important cornerstones of democracy.

The criminalization of slander, libel or defa-
mation, as well as laws which purport to pro-

tect public officials or bodies from ‘‘insult,’’ is
a longstanding concern of Members of the
Helsinki Commission. In fact, I have repeat-
edly raised concern about the use—or, more
correctly—abuse of such laws. Most recently,
at Commission hearings in September and
October, I expressed concern about the use of
such laws in the current crackdown on inde-
pendent media in Azerbaijan. In November,
‘‘Insult laws’’ were again used as an excuse to
close an independent paper in Azerbaijan.
Frankly, Mr. Speaker, as an elected politician,
I get ‘‘insulted’’ every day of the week—and
twice on Sunday. It’s part of the job.

I am not alone in my views. At OSCE meet-
ings, the United States has repeatedly called
for such laws to be repealed. Similarly, the UN
Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Opinion
and Expression, the OSCE Representative on
Freedom of the Media, and the Organization
of American States Special Rapporteur on
Freedom of Expression issued a joint state-
ment in February 2000 which concluded that
‘‘criminal defamation laws should be abol-
ished.’’

Simply put, Mr. Speaker, Slovakia’s current
criminal defamation law—a holdover from a
bygone era—is not consistent with the inter-
national commitments and obligations it has
undertaken as a free and independent state. I
am particularly concerned that journalist Alex
Kratky has been charged with a criminal of-
fense for criticizing a speech delivered by Slo-
vak President Schuster. If found guilty, Kratky
faces two years in prison for his opinions.

Unfortunately, the Galbavy amendment was
defeated by the narrowest of margins, failing
by just one vote. Although Deputy Speaker
Pavol Hrusovksy voted in favor of the amend-
ment, most of the other parliamentary leaders
either abstained or did not participate in the
vote. The Slovak Parliament came so close to
doing the right thing, so close to dem-
onstrating the kind of regional leadership so
desperately needed, but stopped short by one
vote.

I know the Slovak Parliament has a great
deal of work before it now, and I particularly
appreciate the work of the Parliament and the
Government in supporting the war on terrorism
and their efforts to ensure that U.N. Security
Council Resolution 1373 is fully implemented.
At the same time, I believe that there are still
opportunities for Slovakia to act on the impor-
tant human rights issue of criminal defamation.

First, the Constitutional Court could declare
the provisions of Articles 102, 103 and 206
unconstitutional—especially bearing in mind,
as Deputy Minister Lubomir Fogas has noted,
Slovakia’s Constitution gives priority to
Slovakia’s international human rights obliga-
tions. I hope, however, that Slovakia’s elected
leaders will not wait for the court to act, since
that can take a long time. Instead the initiative
could be reconsidered and, with a few more
Deputies voting to repeal defamation and libel
from the criminal code, Slovakia would set an
example for other countries to emulate.

IN SUPPORT OF MEGAN SMITH,
2002 WINTER OLYMPICS TORCH
RUNNER FOR THE SIXTH CON-
GRESSIONAL DISTRICT

HON. NANCY L. JOHNSON
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak-

er, I rise today to recognize Megan Smith, an
outstanding young citizen from my home town
of New Britain, Connecticut. Megan is an ex-
cellent student, exceptional athlete and is
highly esteemed by her peers for her positive
attitude, considerate nature and high stand-
ards. For possessing these characteristics,
Megan has been given the great honor of
being selected as a 2002 Winter Olympics
Torch Runner for my district.

Her accomplishments speak for themselves.
Megan is ranked in the top five percent of her
class, and deftly balances this commitment to
her studies with an equally strong commitment
to her athletics. She is a top player on her
school’s volleyball and basketball teams, and
has already been accepted to Quinnipiac Uni-
versity in Hamden, Connecticut, on a full bas-
ketball scholarship beginning next fall.

Despite her rigorous schedule, Megan de-
votes many hours to performing community
service work. She divides her time between
Gaffney School’s special education preschool
program; St. Francis Middle School’s basket-
ball activities; and at tryouts and practices for
the Connecticut Starters 10 National Team.
Because of Megan’s leadership, scholarship,
character and service to her community, she
was inducted into New Britain High School’s
Chapter of the National Honor Society and
also was designated the female recipient of
the Wendy’s High School Heisman Scholar
Athlete Award.

I cannot think of a better person to rep-
resent the Sixth Congressional District during
the Olympic Torch run. Megan is an exem-
plary young woman whose giving heart and
extraordinary talents will bring her much suc-
cess. I salute Megan Smith for her invaluable
contributions to her school and to her commu-
nity. Congratulations.

f

REPRESENTATIVE GEORGE MIL-
LER PRESENTS WWII VETERAN
NICK COMINOS WITH MEDAL OF
HONOR

HON. GEORGE MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I had the honor of joining the family
and friends of WWII Veteran Nick Cominos in
a ceremony to present several medals on Sat-
urday, December 1, 2001, just days before the
60th anniversary of Pearl Harbor. These med-
als are a long-overdue recognition of his he-
roic efforts in the Dalmation Islands and
Greece as part of a covert reconnaissance op-
eration that led to the retreat of the Nazis from
the area in 1944.

Federal military decorations are awarded to
members of the armed forces exhibiting valor
and self-sacrifice, the heroic acts of Mr. Nick
Cominos are worthy of such an honor.
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Almost 58 years ago, on Christmas Eve

Nick Cominos and his Company boarded the
liberty ship, Pierre L’enfant, to join a large
convoy to the Atlantic. Thirty-one days later
Cominos’ Company landed on the only one of
the Dalmation Islands in Adriatic Sea not oc-
cupied by the Nazis, the Island of Vis.

From their base on the Island of Vis, Com-
pany C raided the Nazi occupied Island of
Solta. Within two days, Company C and their
allies had captured the island. This was not
without a cost. Company C lost one man and
six others were wounded, including Nick
Cominos.

After recuperating and returning to Vis, in
August of 1944, Mr. Cominos and his Com-
pany C were deployed to Greece where they
parachuted behind enemy lines and conducted
covert reconnaissance missions to disrupt the
German occupation of Greece. The Nazis re-
treated from Greece in November of 1944, at
which time the Greek/American Operational
Group was disbanded.

The type of covert ground operations first
used by Mr. Cominos and the men of Com-
pany C, 2671st Reconnaissance Battalion of
the Office of Strategic Services are now being
used to help fight the war against terrorism in
Afghanistan.

Mr. Cominos and other World War II vet-
erans have received numerous medals com-
memorating their service to this country during
the war. However, because the records of the
Office of Strategic Service were classified until
1988, the individual acts of bravery of Mr.
Cominos and Company C have not been offi-
cially recognized.

Friday, December 7, 2001 is the 60th anni-
versary of the bombing of Pearl Harbor. Many
have drawn parallels between the terrorists at-
tacks of September 11th and Pearl Harbor.

We have a living parallel. A WWII veteran
and his Company who pioneered the types of
special covert operations which are helping to
bring closure to the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11.

In a time of national emergency, when we
are once again engaged in military operations
on foreign soil in an international effort to de-
fend freedom, it is important to praise those
who have served our country so courageously
in the past and whose actions make them role
models for our troops in Afghanistan and in fu-
ture military efforts.

It is my honor to publicly recognize Mr. Nick
Cominos for his acts of courage, heroism, and
sacrifice in WWII.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO CADET
PATRICK HUX

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with a sol-
emn heart that I would like to take this oppor-
tunity and pay tribute to a young man whose
life was taken during his service to protect oth-
ers. Cadet Patrick Hux, of the Air Force Acad-
emy in Colorado Springs, Colorado passed
away on November 25, 2001. As our nation
mourns his loss, our thoughts and prayers go
out to his family and friends during this difficult
period of time.

On a snowy night, Patrick and fellow cadets
witnessed a driver in distress when the driv-

er’s car, due to icy conditions, sped out of
control and crashed into an embankment. De-
spite dangerous road conditions, the cadets
stopped to provide the driver with assistance.
This noble gesture cost Patrick his life. While
assisting the driver, Patrick warned his fellow
cadets of the impeding danger. His honorable
actions left him in harm’s way.

Patrick is not unlike like the many members
of our armed forces. He wanted to serve his
country and he chose the Air Force as a way
to help protect America. Many service people
have lost their lives in the defense of the citi-
zens of this nation, on and off the battlefield.
For Patrick, his battlefield that night was an
icy, snow-covered road.

Mr. Speaker, during this time of national
tragedy, Patrick symbolizes what our men and
women in the armed services stand for. They
fight for our protection, for our way of life, and
our freedom. Patrick looked out for his fellow
citizens that terrible night, and his actions
saved the lives of others. I would like to ex-
press my condolences to Patrick’s family, the
Air Force Academy, his fellow cadets, and
friends. He touched the lives of many and he
will be greatly missed.

f

CONGRATULATING LA OPINIÓN
NEWSPAPER

HON. HILDA L. SOLIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
congratulate one of the most influential Span-
ish Language newspapers in the United States
on its 75th anniversary. Founded on Sep-
tember 16, 1926, La Opinión has played an
important role in the development of the His-
panic community by reporting on issues rel-
evant to the many Hispanic subgroups in the
United States.

La Opinión’s journalistic contributions to the
Hispanic community are many. Sixty percent
of my constituents are Hispanic, they range
from newly arrived to fifth generation immi-
grants. As the leading Spanish language
newspaper, my constituents depend on La
Opinión for various types of information, in-
cluding news from their home countries, na-
tional events and learning about America’s
way of life. La Opinión provides useful infor-
mation for everyday life, creates awareness of
local, national and international issues, and
promotes political consciousness.

La Opinión has established itself as a leader
in the information world. It has demonstrated
its true commitment to inform and educate the
community objectively. However, its success
rests most importantly in the ability to present
material in a human way and making every
story applicable to the reader’s life.

Once again, I congratulate and commend
the staff of La Opinión for their commitment to
inform the Latino community in the 31st Dis-
trict of California for the last 75 years.

AUSTIN-EAST AND MARYVILLE
HIGH SCHOOL STATE FOOTBALL
CHAMPIONSHIPS

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR.
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, every Member
is proud when one of their hometown football
teams has a winning season, but I am espe-
cially proud to say that two of my District’s
high school teams have won a Tennessee
State Championship in their respective divi-
sions. The Austin-East Roadrunners from
Knoxville and the Maryville Rebels fought their
way to victory on Saturday, December 1st.

For the Maryville Rebels, this was a remark-
able repeat performance. As Running Back
Carl Stewart said following the game, ‘‘It’s tra-
dition.’’ In fact, this is the third time in four
years that the Rebels have carried the title of
State Champions. One of the keys to success
that these players share is the belief that
every game, no matter the odds, is winnable.
They consistently remain focused on the next
play and give it all they have.

For the Austin-East Roadrunners, this sea-
son was especially rewarding. Many of the
Roadrunners had played together since they
were seven-years-old, and Saturday’s game
offered the chance to end their season side-
by-side as champions. As Austin-East Senior
Mark Andrews said following the game, ‘‘Just
tell Knoxville we’ve got a state championship
* * *’’ To Mark and his teammates I say, I be-
lieve your team’s efforts deserve to be shared
with Knoxville and with the entire House of
Representatives. Congratulations.

Those of us who have played football at any
level know that it requires a lot of hard work,
sweat and even, from time to time, a few tears
beginning in summer training to achieve a
state championship in December. These high
school students have shown us all what can
be accomplished with the right focus and dedi-
cation to excellence.

I believe we can all learn a lesson from the
fine young men on both teams. Head Coaches
George Quarles of Maryville and Stanton Ste-
vens of Austin-East, along with every player,
coach, parent and fan, should be proud of
these teams’ efforts—I know I am.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO TONY
BOBICKI

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to recognize Tony Bobicki
of Alamosa, Colorado. Tony has recently been
named to carry the Olympic torch for the 2002
Winter Games. As a representative of the City
of Alamosa, Tony will be among 11,500 Amer-
icans selected to carry the torch across the
United States.

This is a great honor for many individuals in
the country, but more so for Tony. Tony was
selected for overcoming a condition that
threatened to take away his ability to walk. Di-
agnosed with hip socket deterioration at the
age of six, Tony was told the chance to walk
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again would be slim to none. With a deter-
mination known to many in the community,
Tony refused to give up, left his crutches in
the second grade, and learned to walk again.
He went on to compete in the athletic arena
and was awarded the Outstanding Athlete of
the Year as a senior in high school.

Today, Tony is Captain of the Volunteer Fire
Department, and with the use of a shoe inser-
tion, leads a normal life. His condition still pro-
vides discomfort, but Tony is determined to
live on. His determination led to his appoint-
ment to carry the torch for the community of
Alamosa. In reaction to this honor, Tony stat-
ed he will ‘‘not walk but jog,’’ during his torch
bearing opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to recognize
Tony Bobicki and his will to succeed in life. He
has overcome insurmountable odds to walk
again and his courage serves as a model for
those suffering from similar ailments. I would
like to extend my congratulations to Tony, his
family, and the community upon receiving this
honor for Alamosa and the State of Colorado.
Good luck in your ‘‘jog’’ Tony and I wish you
the best in your future endeavors.

f

A DRUM ROLL FOR SAGINAW
HIGH’S MARCHING BAND

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
sound the trumpets for the 107-member Sagi-
naw High School Trojans Marching Band for
consistently playing their way to victory in var-
ious musical competitions and also to praise
Band Director Jeannine Coughlin for her per-
sistence and determination in returning the
Marching Trojans to a place of prominence
among high school bands in mid-Michigan and
across the nation.

When Jeannine Coughlin first picked up the
director’s baton in 1993 to lead the Marching
Trojans, band membership was down to a low
of thirty musicians and it was a struggle to re-
cruit students to participate. Jeannine expedi-
tiously remedied the situation by persuading
young people that learning to play an instru-
ment was within their capabilities if they were
willing to put in the effort and practice. Her
confidence and enthusiasm quickly spread
throughout the school and a top notch march-
ing band was reborn.

Moreover, the band’s success has amplified,
reaching well beyond the confines of its prac-
tice room and its performance venues. In their
new black and gold uniforms, band members
proudly display a sense of school pride and
unity that goes a long way in instilling an ad-
mirable self-image and strong sense of self-re-
spect for the entire student body.

I have had the privilege and pleasure of lis-
tening to the band and watching their well-
choreographed dance routines as we marched
together in a parade. I can personally attest to
their superior musical skills, lively cadence
and unbridled spirit. Their talent also has been
widely recognized wherever they perform, in-
cluding a first-place finish last May in the pa-
rade review competition at the Showcase
Music Festival in Atlanta, Georgia. The squad
beat out 22 other high school bands from
across the country for the grand prize trophy

and $200, The band also scored another first-
place victory in the 2001 Mackinaw City Me-
morial Day Parade.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
join me in applauding the Saginaw High
School Marching Trojans and Band Director
Jeannine Coughlin for energizing the musical
talents of young people and for providing un-
paralleled rhythmic interludes at sporting
events, parades and so many functions
throughout the year. Their dynamic and mellif-
luous performances will linger in the memories
of listeners long after the show is over.

f

OVER-THE-ROAD BUS SECURITY
AND SAFETY ACT OF 2001

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I join my
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
colleagues in introducing the Over-the-Road
Bus Security and Safety Act of 2001. Since
the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, over-
the-road bus drivers and passengers in the
United States have been the targets of many
serious assaults, including one assault killing
seven passengers and another assault injuring
33 passengers. In addition, there have been at
least three other serious over-the-road bus se-
curity breaches. Recent terrorist acts on Israeli
buses and in bus stations further heighten the
need for stronger bus security measures in the
United States.

The intercity bus industry serves more than
4,000 destinations in the United States, and
making intercity bus facilities secure is indeed
a formidable task. Federal financial support is
needed for passenger and baggage screening
in terminals; implementation of a ticket identi-
fication system; emergency communications
systems linked to police and emergency per-
sonnel; enhanced driver compartment security;
increased security training; development and
maintenance of information and communica-
tions systems with law enforcement; installing
cameras and video surveillance equipment;
and other measures to make buses, terminals,
and garages more secure. The Over-the-Road
Bus Security and Safety Act of 2001 author-
izes the funding and requires the planning
necessary to make these critical bus security
improvements.

The legislation authorizes $200 million in fis-
cal year 2002 to allow the Secretary of Trans-
portation to make grants to private bus opera-
tors for system-wide security improvements to
their operations. The bill imposes a 25-cent
passenger surcharge in fiscal years 2002,
2003, and 2004 on tickets over $5. The pro-
ceeds of the fee will be used by the Secretary
for security grants in 2003 and future years.

Over-the-road buses, which transport ap-
proximately 774 million passengers annually,
are the only viable means of transportation for
many people throughout the country. They
serve thousands of communities that have no
other form of intercity public transportation and
provide the only affordable means of transpor-
tation for millions in urban areas. Just as pas-
sage of aviation security legislation is vital to
encouraging passengers to fly, again, intercity
bus security legislation is needed to restore
confidence in our intercity bus system.

The bill is not a handout. Since September
11, the intercity bus industry has spent mil-
lions on enhanced security measures. The
funds provided by the bill will supplement
measures already undertaken by the industry
to increase the security of the bus system and
restore the public’s confidence in traveling by
bus. I urge my colleagues, all of whom have
communities in their districts served by inter-
city buses, to support this legislation.

Although I am proud to be an original co-
sponsor of this bill, I strongly encourage the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture to take the next step and develop a com-
prehensive infrastructure security package.
Recently, Congress enacted the Aviation and
Transportation Security Act, the most impor-
tant aviation security legislation of the last
three decades. Although the Act creates a
Transportation Security Administration (TSA)
for all transportation security functions, we
have much work left to do. We have enor-
mous security needs among all of our modes
of transportation—from passenger and freight
railroads, transit systems, and pipelines, to
bridges, ports, and tunnels—and other infra-
structure facilities, including public buildings,
locks and dams, and wastewater and drinking
water facilities.

For instance, I am very concerned about se-
curing the railways that carry more than 40
percent of the nation’s freight traffic and mil-
lions of passengers—both commuters and
intercity travelers. Amtrak continues to play a
vital role in the nation’s transportation network.
For example, even before the terrorist attacks,
Amtrak carried more passengers between
New York City and Washington, D.C. than ei-
ther of the air shuttles. In cities and their sur-
rounding areas throughout the nation, millions
rely on commuter trains to get to work each
day. New York’s Penn Station handles nearly
400,000 Amtrak, rail commuter, and rail transit
passengers every day. Yet the infrastructure—
the bridges, tunnels, track, stations, yards, and
other facilities—that supports all of these
movements is not secure from sabotage or
other terrorist acts.

At the same time, the Nation’s freight rail-
roads carry tremendous volumes of hazardous
materials—more than one million tons daily of
hazardous chemicals, 15 percent of the na-
tion’s total. In addition, the railroads are major
transporters of coal, agricultural commodities,
the products of mines and quarries, and man-
ufactured goods, especially automobiles. If the
railroads were shut down due to a terrorist ac-
tion, the national economy would quickly grind
to a halt.

A relatively small number of key bridges and
rail transportation nodes are vital to the
smooth and continuous flow of traffic. Like-
wise, a number of major tunnels handle signifi-
cant volumes of freight and passenger traffic.
A terrorist attack on any one of these facilities
could have devastating consequences in
terms of lives lost or economic disruption.
However, one of the outgrowths of the Sep-
tember 11 tragedies has been a thorough and
ongoing assessment of our transportation in-
frastructure vulnerabilities. We have begun to
determine what will be needed to ensure the
safety and security of those who ride the na-
tion’s railroads and what must be done to en-
sure the uninterrupted flow of rail freight traffic.
Some of these estimates are preliminary, but
they do provide a good initial reading of the
needs.
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On the passenger side, Amtrak estimates

that infrastructure protection will require
$417.1 million, ensuring equipment security
will cost $37.4 million, and providing the nec-
essary manpower will cost $60.6 million. Am-
trak will nearly double the number of track in-
spectors so that they can pay closer attention
to ensuring the security of the rights-of-way. In
addition, Amtrak requires $1 billion to make
necessary life safety improvements in the tun-
nels feeding New York’s Penn station and to
rehabilitate tunnels in Washington, D.C. and
Baltimore. An additional $254 million is need-
ed to increase the accessibility of Penn Sta-
tion for safety and emergency responders, to
renovate critical bridges in Connecticut, and
provide for enhanced radio communications in
high-speed territory.

On the freight side, the costs of rerouting,
increased switching, and express movement
of hazardous materials along with increased
manpower costs guarding and securing critical
nodes, increasing car inspections, and pro-
viding employee awareness training has been
estimated to be about $100 million annually.
Developing a new railroad operations center to
provide continuous links to Federal intelligence
agencies and upgrading the security at nearly
100 data and computer centers will require
$200 million in capital costs. Hardening the
bridges, tunnels, fuel facilities, hump yards,
and other infrastructure assets that have been
identified as being critical to the national de-
fense will require $750 million in up front cap-
ital costs.

In addition, we face enormous port security
needs. Earlier today, the Subcommittee on
Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation had
a hearing on port security at which Depart-
ment of Transportation Secretary Norm Mineta
and U.S. Coast Guard Commandant Jim Loy
testified that approximately 95 percent of the
tonnage of our Nation’s international trade
moves by water. Six million loaded containers,
156 million tons of hazardous materials, and
nearly one billion tons of petroleum products
enter our ports each year. During a major mili-
tary deployment, 90 percent of our military
materials move through our Nation’s seaports.
We need to better protect port facilities and
critical bridges by developing a comprehensive
security plan, improving security coordination
and planning, deploying sea marshals, and es-
tablishing new penalties for criminal acts
against vessels and maritime facilities.

I am hopeful that we can work together, on
a bipartisan basis, to develop a comprehen-
sive infrastructure security bill that includes
this over-the-road bus bill and security for all
of our critical infrastructure.

IN RECOGNITION OF MARGARET
VAN DER HEIDE AND REBECCA
GALUSKA

HON. MICHAEL M. HONDA
OF CALIFORNIA

HON. RON KIND
OF WISCONSIN

HON. MARTIN OLAV SABO
OF MINNESOTA

HON. KAREN L. THURMAN
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, today I join with
my colleagues, Rep. KIND, Rep. SABO, and
Rep. THURMAN in recognition of Margaret Van
der Heide and Rebecca Galuska.

In the wake of September 11th, the Amer-
ican people have been donating at a record
rate. We donate our money, our possessions,
and our precious time to help fellow citizens
throughout the nation. These donations are
helping people rebuild their lives every day,
but there is another type of donation that is
desperately needed by Americans all over the
country. Today, another seventeen people will
be added to the growing list of those who wait
for the donation of an organ.

As of November 2, 2001, the United Net-
work for Organ Sharing counted 78,802 pa-
tients on its national waiting list for organ do-
nation. Even though 22,953 people success-
fully received an organ last year giving them
new life, another 5,597 people on the list died
before an organ became available. They died
because of the critical shortage of organ do-
nors. Transplants are now used in the treat-
ment of over 225 diseases; this dramatically
increased the number of patients added to the
list in the last ten years. However, the number
of donors has not increased to keep up with
this demand. Due to advances in technology
and medicine, people with transplants are able
to lead full and healthy lives.

On December 20th of this year, Margaret
Van der Heide of Wisconsin will give her
daughter, Rebecca Galuska of Minnesota, a
new kidney and a chance to live a full and ac-
tive life. Organ donation is possible for the
majority of Americans. I want to encourage all
of you to talk with your loved ones about
organ donation and get tested to be a donor.
You may be able to give the greatest gift of all
this holiday season—a new chance at life.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO MELODYE
FELDMAN

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to recognize an out-
standing individual from the State of Colorado
and acknowledge her contributions to the
peace process in Israel. Through her founding
efforts of Building Bridges for Peace, Melodye
Feldman has created an organization dedi-
cated to resolving ethnic and religious issues
that plague our world today. As a result of her
efforts, she has received the Annual Civil

Rights Award from the Mountain States Office
of the Anti-Defamation League.

Melodye created Building Bridges for Peace
in 1994 in an effort to resolve disputes that
arise between two opposing cultures. Every
summer, the organization brings young Israeli
and Palestinian women together to solve their
national differences and one day return to live
in peace in Israel. This type of organization is
a valuable tool for the people who suffer from
hate and discrimination based on religion and
background in the Middle East.

Melodye’s conflict resolution efforts have
been extremely successful. As a result, she
plans to expand her organization to include
further anti-discrimination education and im-
prove the prospects of peace in other parts of
the Middle East. Her hard work and dedication
for peaceful communities in the world is a
model for aspiring activists throughout this na-
tion. Hopefully, more individuals will take up
her cause and promote the need for human
rights throughout the world.

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to recognize the
dedication of Building Bridges for Peace and
its founder, Melodye Feldman. Through her ef-
forts, a framework to create a peaceful exist-
ence in Israel is possible. This is an issue we
face daily when we watch the current events
in Israel and the war in Afghanistan. This is an
issue to be solved not just by governments
and militaries, but also by regular citizens who
care about the future of this world. Keep up
the good work, good luck in your future en-
deavors, and congratulations Melodye Feld-
man on receiving the Annual Civil Rights
Award from the Mountain States office of the
Anti-Defamation League.

f

IN MEMORY OF MRS. LOLA REVIS

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I stand today
in memory of a woman known by many of us
here today, Mrs. Lola Revis. Mrs. Revis was
co-owner of Sherrill’s Bakery and Restaurant
on Capitol Hill for over fifty years.

Lola and Samuel Revis purchased the diner
from William Sherrill in 1941 and ran the busi-
ness together. After Samuel suffered a stroke
in 1969, Lola continued to operate the diner,
and in the 1970s her two daughters,
Kathyleen and Dorothy, joined her in the busi-
ness. Lola ran the diner with her two daugh-
ters until she was 94 years old.

Lola Revis was the heart and soul of
Sherrill’s. In 1989, she and her restaurant
were featured in an Academy Award-nomi-
nated documentary, ‘‘Fine Food, Fine Pastries,
Open 6 to 9.’’ The documentary made the an-
tique decor, the simple cuisine, and the re-
markable owner the subject of national atten-
tion.

It was front-page news in Washington when
Sherrill’s Bakery and Restaurant closed its
doors in July 2000. I still miss my daily break-
fast of two slices of plain wheat toast, a bowl
of oatmeal and a cup of hot water with a slice
of lemon on the side, which cost less than
three dollars. I no longer have trouble getting
a seat, as four of the booths from Sherrill’s
currently reside in my office.
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Lola was a wonderful, hard-working woman

with a truly individual spirit. My fellow col-
leagues, please join me in honoring Mrs. Lola
Revis. She will be greatly missed.

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 6, 2001]
SHERRILL’S RESTAURANT OWNER LOLA REVIS

DIES

(By Adam Bernstein)
Lola M. Revis, 97, who co-owned Sherrill’s

Bakery and Restaurant on Capitol Hill and
was a key personality in an Academy Award-
nominated documentary about the legendary
eatery that brought it national attention,
died Dec. 5 at the Sunrise assisted living fa-
cility in Fairfax County. She had dementia
and a lung ailment.

Sherrill’s, which opened in 1922 and closed
in July 2000, was a relished neighborhood in-
stitution that brought together an enor-
mously diverse clientele. Diners at 233 Penn-
sylvania Ave. SE might be politicians, con-
gressional staffers, employees of the nearby
Library of Congress, construction workers or
mothers with their children.

Sunday was a notoriously hard day to get
a seat, when the place was brimming with
young professionals taking their time de-
vouring the newspaper as well as their bacon
and eggs.

Prices were low, and two could eat a huge
and hearty breakfast for less than $10.

Known for such comfort foods as creamed
beef, eggs, meatloaf chock full of onions,
fried fish sticks and T-bone steaks, Sherrill’s
never garnered rave reviews for its nuts-and-
bolts cooking.

The exceptions were mainly on the dessert
side. Its eclairs were ‘‘excellent,’’ according
to one Washington Post food writer. Others
considered the gingerbread cookies sublime.

Part of Sherrill’s allure was the
legendarily abrupt waitstaff. At least one
waitress was known to tell a patron to ‘‘sit
down and shut up’’ or to eat his dinner before
it got cold.

Over the years, some visitors interpreted
such brusqueness favorably. There were
those who even welcomed it as a sign of hu-
manity compared with the robotic, humor-
less approach in more fleet or fancy chains.

Sherrill’s was far from fancy. Its furniture
was emblematic of another era, with its
high-back wooden booths and banquettes up-
holstered with gold-glitter plastic. The lino-
leum floor dated back more than 50 years.

At the center of it all was a petite woman
with black-cat eyeglasses and a beehive hair-
do—Mrs. Revis. ‘‘When things break down,
we don’t call a repairman, we call an antique
dealer,’’ she told the Maturity News Service
in 1990.

Many customers described her as the heart
and soul of the place, a woman who believed
everyone deserved a home-cooked meal, even
on most holidays. She kept the place run-
ning 364 days a year, taking a break on
Christmas Day.

For much of its existence, hours were 6
a.m. to 9 p.m., with Mrs. Revis taking four
buses from her Silver Spring home to arrive
at dawn to open the store.

David Petersen, a local lad, walked in one
day and discovered a whole new world—more
accurately, quite an old world—that resulted
in his 1989 documentary about the venerable
restaurant. The 28-minute film, ‘‘Fine Food,
Fine Pastries, Open 6 to 9,’’ was mostly fund-
ed by the D.C. Community Humanities Coun-
cil.

‘‘It’s a place that contains time,’’ Petersen
once told The Post, ‘‘There was a different
perspective on the way in which people gath-
ered and ate together that was a complete
anachronism.’’

He added: ‘‘I recognized a whole change in
the rhythm of the speech people had among

themselves. The conversation. The move-
ment. The way the light comes in—the archi-
tecture of the light. All the advertisements,
the clocks, the appliances, the rib-trimming
around the pastry cases, the booths.’’

Lola Mamakos, a Pittsburgh native, grew
up in Washington and was a graduate of the
old Central High School. Her parents were
Greek immigrants, and her father owned a
candy store that over time became Louie’s
Bar and Grill, about a block away from
Sherrill’s.

In 1927, she married restaurateur Samuel
A. Revis, who became manager of Louie’s.
They purchased William Sherrill’s diner in
1941 and kept the name.

The Revises ran the business together
until Samuel Revis suffered a stroke in 1969;
he died in 1975. By the 1970s, their two daugh-
ters also were involved, and all three ran it
until Mrs. Revis retired at age 94 after fall-
ing and injuring her back.

The daughters, Kathyleen Belfield Milton
of Fairfax and Dorothy Polito of Wheaton,
sold the business in July 2000. They wished
to retire, and Sherrill’s had become too ex-
pensive to run in an increasingly gentrified
neighborhood.

The end of Sherrill’s became the subject of
much mourning in the era of the low-fat
latte, including a front-page Post article and
television coverage.

The family sold Sherrill’s to a developer,
and a Ritz Camera now occupies the space. A
Starbucks is on the same block.

Mrs. Revis once said of the business; ‘‘If I
stay at home, I have to think too much, I’d
rather get out and meet the public. It keeps
me young.’’

She moved from Silver Spring to Sunrise
in 1998.

She was a member of St. Sophia Greek Or-
thodox Cathedral in Washington.

Besides her daughters, survivors include
five grandchildren; 10 great-grandchildren;
and two great-great-grandchildren.
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A PROCLAMATION RECOGNIZING
JASON PAUL HUBER

HON. ROBERT W. NEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, Whereas, Jason
Paul Huber has devoted himself to serving
others through his membership in the Boy
Scouts of America; and,

Whereas, Jason Huber has shared his time
and talent with the community in which he re-
sides; and,

Whereas, Jason Huber has demonstrated a
commitment to meet challenges with enthu-
siasm, confidence and outstanding service;
and,

Whereas, Jason Huber has kindly built a
deck and set of stairs for Jefferson Lake State
Park; and,

Whereas, Jason Huber must be com-
mended for the hard work and dedication he
put forth in earning the Eagle Scout Award;
and,

Therefore, I join with the entire 18th Con-
gressional District of Ohio in congratulating
Jason Paul Huber for his Eagle Scout Award.

TOO MANY FEDERAL COPS

HON. RON PAUL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 6, 2001
Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I am inserting in

the RECORD a copy of an article by former
cabinet member Joseph Califano that ap-
peared in today’s Washington Post. I call this
article entitled ‘‘Too Many Federal Cops,’’ to
the attention of Members. It presents a bal-
anced and even-handed assessment of how
successive administrations over the decades
have expanded Federal police powers at con-
siderable cost to our endangered civil liberties.

I wholeheartedly agree with the points
raised by Mr. Califano, having spoken in this
House concerning the same topic on many oc-
casions. I wish to commend Mr. Califano for
his timely and important piece, and rec-
ommend it to Members and others concerned
with preserving civil liberties.

TOO MANY FEDERAL COPS

(By Joseph A. Califano Jr.)
As defense lawyers and civil libertarians

huff and puff about Attorney General John
Ashcroft’s procedural moves to bug con-
versations between attorneys and their im-
prisoned clients, hold secret criminal mili-
tary trials and detain individuals suspected
of having information about terrorists, they
are missing an even more troubling danger:
the extraordinary increase in federal police
personnel and power.

In the past, interim procedural steps, such
as the military tribunals Franklin Roosevelt
established during World War II to try sabo-
teurs, have been promptly terminated when
the conflict ended. Because of its likely per-
manence, the expansion and institutionaliza-
tion of national police power poses a greater
threat to individual liberties. Congress
should count to 10 before creating any addi-
tional police forces or a Cabinet-level Office
of Homeland Security.

Pre-Sept. 11, the FBI stood at about 27,000
in personnel; Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion at 10,000; Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms at 4,000; Secret Service at 6,000;
Border Patrol at 10,000; Customs Service at
12,000; and Immigration and Naturalization
Service at 34,000. At the request of the White
House, Congress is moving to beef up these
forces and expand the number of armed air
marshals from a handful to more than a
thousand. Despite the president’s objection,
Congress recently created another security
force of 28,000 baggage screeners under the
guidance of the attorney general.

In 1878 Congress passed the Posse Com-
itatus Act to prohibit the military from per-
forming civilian police functions. Over De-
fense Secretary Caspar Weinberger’s opposi-
tion, President Ronald Reagan declared drug
trafficking a threat to national security as
the rationale for committing the military to
the war on drugs. (Weinberger argued that
‘‘reliance on military forces to accomplish
civilian tasks is detrimental to . . . the
democratic process.’’) Reagan’s action gives
George Bush a precedent for committing the
military and National Guard to civilian po-
lice duty at airports and borders.

Given the president’s candor about the
likelihood that the war on terrorism will
last many years, the administration and a
compliant Congress are in clear and present
danger of establishing a national police force
and—under either the attorney general, di-
rector of homeland security or an agency
combining the CIA and State and Defense in-
telligence (or some combination of the
above)—a de facto ministry of the interior.
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The fact that George Bush has no intention

of misusing such institutions is irrelevant.
You don’t have to be a bad guy to abuse po-
lice power. Robert Kennedy, a darling of lib-
erals, brushed aside civil liberties concerns
when he went after organized crime and
trampled on the rights of Jimmy Hoffa in his
failed attempt to convict the Teamsters boss
of something. He bugged and trailed Martin
Luther King Jr., even collecting information
on the civil rights leader’s private love life,
until Lyndon Johnson put a stop to it.

Bureaucratic momentum alone can cross
over the line. After President John F. Ken-
nedy privately berated the Army for being
unprepared to quell the riots when James
Meredith enrolled at the University of Mis-
sissippi, we (I was Army general counsel at
the time) responded by collecting intel-
ligence information on individuals such as

civil rights leaders, as well as local govern-
ment officials in places where we thought
there might be future trouble. We were moti-
vated not by any mischievous desire to vio-
late privacy or liberties of Americans but by
the bureaucratic reflex not to be caught
short again.

In the paranoia of Watergate, the CIA fol-
lowed a Washington Post report for weeks,
even photographing him through the picture
window of his home, because he had infuri-
ated the president and the agency with a
story containing classified information.
Faced with our discovery (I was The Post’s
lawyer at the time), CIA Director William
Colby readily admitted that ‘‘someone had
gone too far.’’

All 100 members of the Senate voted to cre-
ate the newest federal police force under the
rubric of airport security. In its rush to judg-
ment, the Senate acted as though a federal

force was the only alternative to using the
airlines or private contractors. Quite the
contrary, policing by the individual public
airport authorities, guided by federal stand-
ards, would be more in line with our tradi-
tion of keeping police power local.

It’s time for the executive and Congress to
take a hard look at the police personnel
amassing at the federal level and the extent
to which we are concentrating them under
any one individual short of the president.
Congress should turn its most skeptical laser
on the concept of an Office of Homeland Se-
curity and on any requests to institu-
tionalize its director beyond the status of a
special assistant to the president. We have
survived for more than 200 years without a
ministry of the interior or national police
force, and we can effectively battle terrorism
without creating one now.
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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

Senate passed Department of Defense Appropriations Act.
Senate agreed to District of Columbia Appropriations Conference Report.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S12581–S12753
Measures Introduced: Eight bills and two resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 1783–1790, S.
Res. 188, and S. Con. Res. 89.                 Pages S12681–82

Measures Reported:
H.R. 2336, to make permanent the authority to

redact financial disclosure statements of judicial em-
ployees and judicial officers. (S. Rept. No. 107–111)

S. 835, to establish the Detroit River Inter-
national Wildlife Refuge in the State of Michigan.,
with amendments. (S. Rept. No. 107–112)

H.R. 700, to reauthorize the Asian Elephant Con-
servation Act of 1997, with an amendment. (S.
Rept. No. 107–113)

S. 1621, to amend the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act to authorize
the President to carry out a program for the protec-
tion of the health and safety of community members,
volunteers, and workers in a disaster area. (S. Rept.
No. 107–114)

S. 1623, to amend the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act to direct the
President to appoint Children’s Coordinating Offi-
cers for disaster areas in which children have lost 1
or more custodial parents. (S. Rept. No. 107–115)

S. 1624, to establish the Office of World Trade
Center Attack Claims to pay claims for injury to
businesses and property suffered as a result of the at-
tack on the World Trade Center in New York City
that occurred on September 11, 2001, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute. (S. Rept.
No. 107–116)

Report to accompany S. 1731, to strengthen the
safety net for agricultural producers, to enhance re-
source conservation and rural development, to pro-
vide for farm credit, agricultural research, nutrition,
and related programs, to ensure consumers abundant
food and fiber. (S. Rept. No. 107–117)

S. Con. Res. 80, expressing the sense of Congress
regarding the 30th anniversary of the enactment of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.
                                                                                          Page S12681

Measures Passed:
Department of Defense Appropriations: Senate

passed H.R. 3338, making appropriations for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, after taking action on the fol-
lowing amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                         Pages S12586–S12676

Adopted:
Reid (for Wellstone) Amendment No. 2325, to

treat certain National Guard duty as military service
under the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of
1940.                                                                      Pages S12607–12

By 78 yeas to 21 nays (Vote No. 359), Helms
Amendment No. 2336, to protect United States
military personnel and other elected and appointed
officials of the United States Government against
criminal prosecution by an international criminal
court to which the United States is not party.
                                                                                  Pages S12612–28

Stevens (for Gramm/McCain) Amendment No.
2352, to provide the President the authority to in-
crease national security and save lives.          Page S12650

Bond/Carnahan Amendment No. 2353, to express
the Sense of Congress that the military aircraft in-
dustrial base of the United States be preserved.
                                                                                  Pages S12651–53

Bond Amendment No. 2354, to require proce-
dures that ensure the fair and equitable resolution of
labor integration issues in transactions for the com-
bination of air carriers.                                  Pages S12653–54

Bond Amendment No. 2355, to provide funding
for necessary expenses of the HUBZone program au-
thorized under the Small Business Act.        Page S12655

Torricelli Amendment No. 2356, to require a pro-
duction grant of $2,000,000 to Green Tree Chemical
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Technologies in order to sustain the company
through fiscal year 2002.                             Pages S12655–56

Byrd/Stevens/Inouye Amendment No. 2348, in
the nature of a substitute.                                    Page S12648

Stevens (for Nickles) Amendment No. 2357, to
make available from research, development, test and
evaluation, Air Force, up to $4,000,000 to extend
the modeling and reengineering program now being
performed at the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Cen-
ter Propulsion Directorate.                          Pages S12656–57

Stevens (for Lott) Amendment No. 2358, to in-
crease by $7,500,000 the amount available for
Armed Forces Retirement.                           Pages S12656–57

Stevens (for Kennedy Amendment No. 2359, to
set aside Marine Corps operation and maintenance
for completing the fielding of half-zip, pullover,
fleece uniform shirts for all members of the Marine
Corps, including the Marine Corps reserve.
                                                                                  Pages S12656–57

Inouye (for Reid) Amendment No. 2360, to make
available from aircraft procurement, Air Force,
$6,000,000 for 10 radars in the Air Force Radar
Modernization Program for C–130H2 aircraft
(PE040115) for aircraft of the Nevada Air National
Guard at Reno, Nevada.                               Pages S12656–57

Inouye (for Reid) Amendment No. 2361, to make
available from research, development, test, and eval-
uation, Army, $3,000,000 for Medical Development
(PE604771N) for the Clark County, Nevada, bioter-
rorism and public health laboratory.      Pages S12656–57

Inouye (for Reid) Amendment No. 2362, to make
available from research, development, test, and eval-
uation, Air Force, $1,000,000 for Agile Combat
Support (PE64617) for the Rural Low Bandwidth
Medical Collaboration System.                  Pages S12656–57

Stevens (for Warner) Amendment No. 2363, to
set aside funds for the critical infrastructure protec-
tion initiative of the Navy.                         Pages S12656–57

Inouye (for Lincoln) Amendment No. 2364, to
make available from research, development, test and
evaluation, Air Force, $2,000,000 for Battlespace Lo-
gistics Readiness and Sustainment project in Fayette-
ville, Arkansas.                                                  Pages S12656–57

Inouye Amendment No. 2365, to provide funds
for the Counter Narcotics and Terrorism Operational
Medical Support Program.                           Pages S12656–57

Stevens (for McConnell) Amendment No. 2366, to
require an assessment of various alternatives to the
current Army plan for the destruction of chemical
weapons.                                                                Pages S12656–57

Inouye (for Kerry) Amendment No. 2367, to
make available $12,500,000 from research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Defense-wide, for oper-
ational nuclear test monitoring requirements of the
Air Force.                                                             Pages S12657–59

Inouye (for Kerry/Kennedy) Amendment No.
2368, to make available $14,200,000 for procure-
ment for the Air Force for procurement of Sensor
Fused Weapons (CBU–97).                         Pages S12657–59

Inouye (for Feinstein) Amendment No. 2369, to
make available from other procurement, Navy,
$8,000,000 for procurement of the Tactical Support
Center, Mobile Acoustic Analysis System.
                                                                                  Pages S12657–59

Inouye (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 2370, to
set aside funds for continuation of the Air National
Guard Information Analysis Network (GUARD-
IAN).                                                                      Pages S12657–59

Inouye (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 2371, to
set aside a specified amount of operation and mainte-
nance, Defense-wide funds for the DLAMP program.
                                                                                  Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Helms/Edwards) Amendment No.
2372, to provide funding for the Display Perform-
ance and Environmental Evaluation Laboratory
Project of the Army Research Laboratory.
                                                                                  Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Helms) Amendment No. 2373, to ex-
pand the number of U.S. Navy combat aircrews who
can benefit from Airborne Tactical Adversary Elec-
tronic Warfare/Electronic Attack training.
                                                                                  Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Helms) Amendment No. 2374, to ex-
pand the number of U.S. Air Force combat aircrews
who can benefit from Airborne Tactical Adversary
Electronic Warfare/Electronic Attack training.
                                                                                  Pages S12657–59

Inouye Amendment No. 2375, to express the
sense of the Senate regarding environmental con-
tamination and health effects emanating from the
former United States military facilities in the Phil-
ippines.                                                                  Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Warner) Amendment No. 2376, to
authorize the burial in Arlington National Cemetery
of any former Reservist who died in the September
11, 2001, terrorist attacks and would have been eli-
gible for burial in Arlington National Cemetery but
for age at time of death.                               Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Burns) Amendment No. 2377, to pro-
vide for the retention of certain contracting authori-
ties by the Department of Interior’s National Busi-
ness Center.                                                         Pages S12657–59

Stevens Amendment No. 2378, to set aside funds
for the Product Improved Combat Vehicle Crew-
man’s Headset.                                                   Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for McConnell) Amendment No. 2379, to
set aside funds to be used to support development
and testing of new designs of low cost digital
modems for wideband common data link.
                                                                                  Pages S12657–59
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Stevens (for Gregg) Amendment No. 2380, to set
aside Army RDT&E funds for research and develop-
ment of key enabling technologies for producing low
cost, improved performance, reduced signature,
multifunctional composite materials.     Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Shelby) Amendment No. 2381, to set
aside Army RDT&E funding for certain programs.
                                                                                  Pages S12657–59

Inouye (for Biden) Amendment No. 2382, to
make available from research, development, test, and
evaluation, Army, $5,000,000 to develop high-per-
formance 8mm and 120mm mortar systems that use
metal matrix composites to substantially reduce the
weight of such systems.                                Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Specter) Amendment No. 2383, to set
aside Air Force RDT&E funds for human effective-
ness applied research (PE602202F) for continuing
development under the solid electrolyte oxygen sepa-
ration program of the Air Force.              Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Grassley) Amendment No. 2384, to
continue to apply in fiscal year 2002 a requirement
(in an Appropriations Act for the Department of De-
fense for a previous fiscal year) for matching each
Department of Defense disbursement in excess of
$500,000 to a particular obligation before the dis-
bursement is made.                                         Pages S12657–59

Stevens (for Voinovich) Amendment No. 2385, to
set aside Army RDT&E funds for the Three-Dimen-
sional Ultrasound Imaging Initiative II.
                                                                                  Pages S12657–59

Inouye (for Kerry) Amendment No. 2386, to
make available from research, development, test, and
evaluation, Army, $5,000,000 for the Surveillance
Denial Solid Dye Laser Technology program of the
Aviation and Missile Research, Development and En-
gineering Center of the Army.                          Page S12659

Inouye (for Feinstein) Amendment No. 2387, to
make available from other procurement, Army,
$10,000,000 for procurement of Shortstop Electronic
Protection Systems for critical force protection.
                                                                                          Page S12659

Inouye (for Feinstein) Amendment No. 2388, to
make available from research, development, test, and
evaluation, Navy, $20,000,000 for the Broad Area
Maritime Surveillance program.                        Page S12659

Stevens (for Lugar) Amendment No. 2389, to in-
crease by $46,000,000 the amount available for
former Soviet Union threat reduction and to provide
an offset.                                                                        Page S12659

Stevens (for Lott) Amendment No. 2390, to pro-
vide funding for a Processible Rigid-Rod Polymeric
Material Supplier Initiative under title III of the De-
fense Production Act of 1950.                           Page S12659

Stevens (for Lott) Amendment No. 2391, to in-
crease by $2,000,000 the amount available for Mili-
tary Personnel Research (PE61103D).           Page S12659

Stevens (for Lott) Amendment No. 2392, to ex-
press the support of the Senate for the Air Force’s
long-range beddown plan for the C–130J fleet.
                                                                                          Page S12659

Stevens (for Helms/Edwards) Amendment No.
2393, to provide funding for the U.S. Army Materiel
Command’s Logistics and Technology Project
(LOGTECH).                                                              Page S12659

Stevens (for Lott) Amendment No. 2394, to in-
crease by $5,000,000 the amount available for the
planning and design for evolutionary improvements
for the next LHD-type Amphibious Assault Ship
(PE603564N).                                                            Page S12659

Stevens (for Collins) Amendment No. 2395, to set
aside $5,000,000 of Procurement, Defense-Wide for
low-rate initial production of the Striker advanced
lightweight grenade launcher (ALGL)
(PE1160444BB), and $1,000,000 of RDT&E, Navy
funds for the Warfighting Laboratory for delivery
and evaluation of prototype units of the Striker
ALGL (PE0603640M).                                          Page S12659

Stevens (for Collins) Amendment No. 2396, to set
aside $4,000,000 of RDT&E, Defense-Wide funds
for the Intelligence Spatial Technologies for Smart
Maps Initiative of the National Imagery and Map-
ping Agency (PE0305102BQ).                 Pages S12659–60

Inouye (for Collins) Amendment No. 2397, to set
aside $5,000,000 of research, development, test, and
evaluation, Defense-Wide funds for further develop-
ment of light weight sensors of chemical and bio-
logical agents using fluorescence-based detection
(PE0602384BP).                                               Pages S12659–60

Inouye (for Landrieu) Amendment No. 2398, to
authorize the availability of $2,500,000 for the
Army Nutrition Project.                               Pages S12659–60

Inouye (for Landrieu) Amendment No. 2399, to
authorize the availability of an additional
$2,000,000 for the Partnership for Peace (PFP) In-
formation Management System.                Pages S12659–60

Stevens (for Thompson) Amendment No. 2400, to
make available $4,892,000 for the Communicator
Automated Emergency Notification System of the
Army National Guard.                                  Pages S12659–60

Inouye (for Dorgan) Amendment No. 2401, to
provide funds for a miniaturized wireless system.
                                                                                  Pages S12659–60

Inouye (for Harkin) Amendment 2402, to make
available $5,000,000 for the Consolidated Interactive
Virtual Information Center of the National Guard.
                                                                                  Pages S12659–60

Inouye (for Reed) Amendment No. 2403, to make
available $1,200,000 for concept development and
composite construction of high speed vessels cur-
rently implemented by the Navy Warfare Develop-
ment Command.                                               Pages S12659–60
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Inouye (for Reed) Amendment No. 2404, to set
aside operation and maintenance, Defense-Wide
funds for impact aid for children with severe disabil-
ities.                                                                        Pages S12659–60

Inouye (for Biden) Amendment No. 2405, to
make funds available to enhance the worker safety
demonstration programs of the military departments.
                                                                                  Pages S12659–60

Inouye (for Carnahan) Amendment No. 2406, to
set aside Air National Guard operation and mainte-
nance funds for certain replacement and repair
projects for facilities used by the Air National Guard
at Rosecrans Memorial Airport, St. Joseph, Missouri.
                                                                                  Pages S12660–61

Inouye (for Nelson (FL)) Amendment No. 2407,
to make available $7,000,000 for the Center for Ad-
vanced Power System.                                    Pages S12660–61

Stevens (for DeWine) Amendment No. 2408, to
set aside Air Force RDT&E funds to complete the
research and development tasks under the Collabo-
rative Technology Clusters program of the Air Force
Research Laboratory.                                       Pages S12660–61

Inouye (for Cleland/Dayton) Amendment No.
2409, to make available $7,000,000 for Army live
fire ranges.                                                           Pages S12660–61

Inouye (for Cleland) Amendment No. 2410, to
make available $3,900,000 for the aging aircraft pro-
gram of the Air Force.                                   Pages S12660–61

Stevens (for Snowe) Amendment No. 2411, to set
aside Navy operation and maintenance funds for the
Navy Pilot Human Resources Call Center, Cutler,
Maine (Civilian Manpower and Personnel Manage-
ment, BLN 480).                                              Pages S12660–61

Stevens (for Snowe) Amendment No. 2412, to set
aside Army RDT&E funds for Compact Kinetic En-
ergy Missile Inertial Future Missile Technology Inte-
gration (PE0602303A, BLN10).              Pages S12660–61

Inouye (for Cleland) Amendment No. 2413, to
make available $1,600,000 for the Navy for Engi-
neering Control and Surveillance Systems.
                                                                                  Pages S12660–61

Stevens (for Bunning) Amendment No. 2414, to
provide $5,000,000 for a program at the Naval
Medical Research Center (NRMC) to treat victims of
radiation exposure (PE0604771N).         Pages S12660–61

Inouye (for Landrieu) Amendment No. 2415, to
make available $10,000,000 for the Gulf States Ini-
tiative.                                                                    Pages S12661–62

Stevens (for Collins) Amendment No. 2416, to set
aside $4,300,000 of Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation, Navy funds for the demonstration
and validation of laser fabricated steel reinforcement
for ship construction (PE0603123N).    Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Dodd) Amendment No. 2417, to re-
quire a report on progress toward implementation of
comprehensive nuclear threat reduction programs to

safeguard Pakistani and Indian missile nuclear stock-
piles and technology.                                      Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Dodd) Amendment No. 2418, to
make available $5,000,000 for the Marine Corps for
M–4 Carbine, Modular Weapon Systems.
                                                                                  Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Dodd) Amendment No. 2419, to
make available $7,500,000 for the Army for AN/
AVR–2A laser detecting sets.                    Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Dodd) Amendment No. 2420, to
make available $2,500,000 for the Air Force for In-
dustrial Preparedness (PE0708011F) for continuing
development of the nickel-metal hydride replacement
battery for F–16 aircraft.                              Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Dodd) Amendment No. 2421, to
make available $8,960,000 for the Navy for four
Hushkit noise inhibitors for C–9 aircraft.
                                                                                  Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Sarbanes) Amendment No. 2422, to
make available $5,000,000 for the development of
the Operating Room of the Future, an applied tech-
nology test bed at the University of Maryland Med-
ical Center in collaboration with the Telemedicine
and Advanced Technology Research Center of the
Army.                                                                     Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Torricelli) Amendment No. 2423, to
make available $5,700,000 for the Army for the Co-
alition for Advanced Biomaterials Technologies and
Therapies (CABTT) program to maximize far-for-
ward treatment and for the accelerated return to
duty of combat casualties.                            Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Torricelli) Amendment No. 2424, to
make available $9,800,000 for the Navy for Ad-
vanced Digital Recorders and Digital Recorder Pro-
ducers for P–3 aircraft.                                  Pages S12661–62

Inouye (for Bingaman) Amendment No. 2425, to
make funds available for Big Crow (PE605118D).
                                                                                  Pages S12661–62

Stevens (for Cochran) Amendment No. 2426, to
provide for the acquisition, installation, and mainte-
nance of domed housing units on the Marshall Is-
lands.                                                                      Pages S12662–63

Stevens (for Shelby) Amendment No. 2427, to set
aside for medical technology, National Tissue Engi-
neering Center $4,000,000 of the amount provided
for Army, research, development, test and evaluation.
                                                                                  Pages S12662–63

Stevens (for Santorum) Amendment No. 2428, to
set aside for artillery projectiles, M107, HE,
155mm, $5,000,000 of the amount provided for
Army, Ammunition Procurement.          Pages S12662–63

Stevens (for Santorum) Amendment No. 2429, to
set aside for Agile Combat Support, Integrated Med-
ical Information Technology System (PE604617)
$1,000,000 of the amount for Air Force, research,
development, test, and evaluation.          Pages S12662–63
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Stevens (for Santorum) Amendment No. 2430, to
set aside for Air Crew Systems Development, Mod-
ular Helmet Development (PE604264N) $3,000,000
of the amount for the Navy for research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation.                           Pages S12662–63

Stevens (for Santorum) Amendment No. 2431, to
set aside for land forces readiness-information oper-
ations sustainment (PE19640) $5,000,000 of the
amount provided for the Army Reserve for oper-
ations and maintenance.                                Pages S12662–63

Inouye (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 2432, to
set aside $10,000,000 of other procurement, Navy
funds for the NULKA decoy procurement.
                                                                                  Pages S12662–63

Inouye (for Harkin) Amendment No. 2433, to fa-
cilitate the protection of the health of current and
former workers at Iowa Army Ammunition Plant.
                                                                                  Pages S12662–63

Stevens (for Shelby) Amendment No. 2434, to
add funding for Air Force RDT&E for Low Cost
Launch Vehicle Technology.                       Pages S12662–63

Stevens (for Bunning) Amendment No. 2435, to
require a Comptroller General study of the physical
state of Initial Entry Trainee housing and barracks
of the Armed Service.                                     Pages S12662–63

Stevens (for Hutchinson) Amendment No. 2436,
to provide funds for a pilot program for the develop-
ment of an efficient inventory management system
for the Department of Defense.                 Pages S12662–63

Stevens (for McCain) Amendment No. 2437, to
provide funds to carry out authorized military con-
struction projects funds for which are diverted to
military construction projects for the national emer-
gency.                                                                     Pages S12662–63

Inouye (for Stabenow) Amendment No. 2438, to
make available $2,000,000 for the Advanced Safety
Tether Operation and Reliability/Space Transfer
using Electrodynamic Propulsion (STEP–AIRSEDS)
program (PE0602236N).                              Pages S12662–63

Inouye (for Stabenow) Amendment No. 2439, to
establish a program to name national and commu-
nity service projects in honor of victims killed as a
result of the terrorist attacks on September 11,
2001.                                                                      Pages S12663–66

Stevens Amendment No. 2440, to make available
additional funds for the cost of guaranteeing the re-
duction loan authorized.                               Pages S12663–66

Stevens (for Gregg) Amendment No. 2441, to
make certain technical corrections.          Pages S12663–66

Inouye (for Durbin) Amendment No. 2442, to
make certain technical corrections.          Pages S12663–66

Stevens (for Specter) Amendment No. 2443, to
expedite the deployment of the intelligent transpor-
tation infrastructure system.                       Pages S12663–66

Inouye (for Landrieu) Amendment No. 2444, to
provide that funds available to improve nuclear non-

proliferation and verification research and develop-
ment shall be available to research and development
with respect to radiological dispersion devices.
                                                                                  Pages S12663–66

Inouye (for Murray) Amendment No. 2445, to
make certain technical corrections.          Pages S12663–66

Stevens (for Domenici) Amendment No. 2446,
technical modification of authority to improve safety
of transportation routes to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant.                                                                      Pages S12663–66

Inouye (for Durbin) Amendment No. 2447, to
make a technical correction to the FY 2002 Energy
and Water Appropriations Act, P.L. 107–66 for
Nutwood Levee, IL.                                         Pages S12663–66

Stevens (for Domenici) Amendment No. 2448, to
make available, with an offset, an additional
$14,000,000 for the electric energy systems and
storage program of the Department of Energy.
                                                                                  Pages S12663–66

Inouye (for Harkin) Amendment No. 2449, to as-
sure minimum service levels under the Essential Air
Service Program.                                               Pages S12663–66

Stevens Amendment No. 2450, to require certain
compliance for use of funds after June 30, 2002 for
the operation of any federally owned buildings.
                                                                                  Pages S12663–66

Stevens Amendment No. 2451, to set new criteria
and rates for delivery of services under Section 5402
of Title 39.                                                          Pages S12663–66

Stevens (for Bond) Amendment No. 2452, to di-
rect the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution to
collect and preserve in the National Museum of
American History artifacts relating to the September
11th attacks of the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon.                                                              Pages S12663–66

Inouye (for Daschle) Amendment No. 2453, to in-
crease the number of general trustees of the John F.
Kennedy Center of the Performing Arts and to des-
ignate the Secretary of State as a trustee.
                                                                                  Pages S12663–66

Stevens Amendment No. 2454, making certain
changes to the terms of office of New General Trust-
ees of the John F. Kennedy Center of the Performing
Arts.                                                                        Pages S12663–66

Stevens Amendment No. 2455, to allow for ex-
penditures of previously appropriated housing funds.
                                                                                  Pages S12663–66

Stevens (for Domenici) Amendment No. 2456, to
make a technical correction to the FY 2002 Energy
and Water Appropriations Act, P.L. 107–66, for the
Bureau of Reclamation Dam Safety Program.
                                                                                  Pages S12663–66

Stevens Amendment No. 2457, to clarify Federal
procurement law for certain qualified entities.
                                                                                  Pages S12663–66
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Inouye (for Biden) Amendment No. 2458, to pro-
vide that no appropriated funds or revenues gen-
erated by the National Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion may be used to implement Section 204(c)(2) of
P.L. 105–134 until the Congress has enacted an
Amtrak Reauthorization Act.                     Pages S12663–66

Daschle Amendment No. 2459, to provide for the
conveyance of certain real property in South Dakota
to the State of South Dakota with indemnification
by the United States Government.          Pages S12663–66

Rejected:
By 48 yeas to 51 nays (Vote No. 358), Reid (for

Dodd) Modified Amendment No. 2337, with respect
to the protection of United States interests and the
interest of American citizens and service members as
it relates to the establishment of an International
Criminal Court.                                                 Pages S12612–28

Withdrawn:
Durbin Amendment No. 2343, to expand aviation

capacity in the Chicago area.                      Pages S12628–46
During consideration of this measure, Senate also

took the following action:
By 50 yeas to 50 nays (Vote No. 357), three-fifths

of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive section 302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 with respect to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute. Subsequently, a point
of order that the committee substitute exceeds the
allocation of the Subcommittee pursuant to section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 was
sustained, and the committee substitute thus fell.
                                                                                  Pages S12586–94

By 33 yeas to 65 nays (Vote No. 360), Senate re-
jected the question of germaneness with respect to
Feingold Amendment No. 2349, to provide that
Members of Congress shall not receive a cost of liv-
ing adjustment in pay during fiscal year 2002. Sub-
sequently, the point of order that the amendment
was not germane was sustained, and the amendment
thus fell.                                                                Pages S12648–50

Section 8132 on page 117 of Byrd/Stevens/Inouye
Amendment No. 2348 (listed above) was stricken.
Subsequently, the pending point of order that the
section was in violation of Rule XVI of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, was withdrawn.              Page S12650

Senate insisted on its amendment, requested a
conference with the House thereon, and the Chair
was authorized to appoint the following conferees on
the part of the Senate: Senators Inouye, Hollings,
Byrd, Leahy, Harkin, Dorgan, Durbin, Reid, Fein-
stein, Kohl, Stevens, Cochran, Specter, Domenici,
Bond, McConnell, Shelby, Gregg, and Hutchison.
                                                                                          Page S12676

Printing Authorization: Committee on Rules and
Administration was discharged from further consid-

eration of H. Con. Res. 90, authorizing the printing
of a revised and updated version of the House docu-
ment entitled ‘‘Hispanic Americans in Congress’’,
and the resolution was then agreed to.         Page S12745

Printing Authorization: Committee on Rules and
Administration was discharged from further consid-
eration of H. Con. Res. 244, authorizing the print-
ing of a revised edition of the publication entitled
‘‘Our Flag’’, and the resolution was then agreed to.
                                                                                          Page S12745

Connecticut River Atlantic Salmon Commission:
Senate passed S. 703, to extend the effective period
of the consent of Congress to the interstate compact
relating to the restoration of Atlantic salmon to the
Connecticut River Basin and creating the Con-
necticut River Atlantic Salmon Commission, after
agreeing to the following amendment proposed
thereto:                                                                          Page S12745

Reid (for Stevens) Amendment No. 2461, to
amend the method for financing the fishing capacity
reduction program required under the Miscellaneous
Appropriations Act, 2001.                                   Page S12745

Detroit River International Wildlife Refuge Es-
tablishment: Committee on Environment and Public
Works was discharged from further consideration of
H.R. 1230, to provide for the establishment of the
Detroit River International Wildlife Refuge in the
State of Michigan, and the bill was then passed,
clearing the measure for the President.         Page S12745

Temporary Aid for Needy Families Supple-
mental: Senate passed S. 942, to reauthorize the sup-
plemental grant for population increases in certain
states under the temporary assistance to needy fami-
lies program for fiscal year 2002, after agreeing to
the committee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.                                                                    Pages S12745–46

21st Century Montgomery GI Bill Enhance-
ment: Committee on Veterans’ Affairs was dis-
charged from further consideration of H.R. 1291, to
amend title 38, United States Code, to modify and
improve authorities relating to education benefits,
compensation and pension benefits, housing benefits,
burial benefits, and vocational rehabilitation benefits
for veterans, and to modify certain authorities relat-
ing to the United States Court of Appeals for Vet-
erans Claims, and the bill was then passed, after
striking all after the enacting clause and inserting in
lieu thereof, the text of S. 1088, Senate companion
measure, after agreeing to a committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute, and the following
amendments proposed thereto:                  Pages S12746–52

Reid (for Rockefeller/Specter Amendment No.
2462 (to S. 1088), in the nature of a substitute.
                                                                                  Pages S12750–52
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Reid (for Rockefeller/Specter) Amendment No.
2463 (to the title of H.R. 1291), to amend the title.
                                                                                          Page S12752

Subsequently, S. 1088 was returned to the Senate
calendar.
District of Columbia Appropriations Conference
Report: By 79 yeas to 20 nays (Vote No. 356), Sen-
ate agreed to the conference report on H.R. 2944,
making appropriations for the government of the
District of Columbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
at 9:30 a.m., on Friday, December 7, 2001, clearing
the measure for the President.                   Pages S12582–83

Small Business Investment Company Amend-
ments Act: Senate concurred in the amendment of
the House to S. 1196, to amend the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958, with a further amendment
proposed thereto, as follows:                       Pages S12740–45

Reid (for Kerry/Bond) Amendment No. 2460 (to
the amendment of the House to the bill), to improve
the bill.                                                                          Page S12742

Nominations—Agreement: A unanimous-consent
agreement was reached providing for the consider-
ation of the nominations of John D. Bates, of Mary-
land, to be United States District Judge for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Kurt D. Engelhardt, to be United
States District Judge for the Eastern District of Lou-
isiana, and Julie A. Robinson, to be United States
District Judge for the District of Kansas, at 9:30
a.m., on Tuesday, December 11, 2001.        Page S12753

Federal Farm Bill—Agreement: A unanimous-con-
sent agreement was reached providing for consider-
ation of S. 1731, to strengthen the safety net for ag-
ricultural producers, to enhance resource conservation
and rural development, to provide for farm credit,
agricultural research, nutrition, and related pro-
grams, to ensure consumers abundant food and fiber,
at 3 p.m., on Monday, December 10, 2001.
                                                                                          Page S12753

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Tammy Dee McCutchen, of Illinois, to be Admin-
istrator of the Wage and Hour Division, Department

of Labor. (Prior to this action, Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions was discharged from
further consideration.)

Peter B. Teets, of Maryland, to be Under Secretary
of the Air Force.

2 Air Force nominations in the rank of general.
29 Army nominations in the rank of general.
5 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.
Routine list in the Public Health Service. (Prior

to this action, Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions was discharged from further
consideration.)

Routine lists in the Army and Navy.
                                                   Pages S12681, S12739–40, S12753

Measures Read First Time:                             Page S12681

Additional Cosponsors:                             Pages S12682–83

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions:
                                                                                  Pages S12683–87

Additional Statements:                              Pages S12679–81

Amendments Submitted:                 Pages S12687–S12739

Authority for Committees to Meet:           Page S12739

Privilege of the Floor:                                        Page S12739

Record Votes: Five record votes were taken today.
(Total—360)               Pages S12583, S12594, S12628, S12650

Adjournment: Senate met at 9:30 a.m. on Friday,
December 7, and adjourned at 12:29 a.m. on Satur-
day, December 8, until 3 p.m., on Monday, Decem-
ber 10, 2001. (For Senate’s program, see the remarks
of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s Record on
page S12753.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

NOMINATION
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee concluded hearings on the nomination of
Sean O’Keefe, of New York, to be Administrator of
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration,
after the nominee, who was introduced by Rep-
resentative Boehlert, testified and answered questions
in his own behalf.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action

The House was not in session today. The House
will next meet at 2 p.m. on Monday, Dec. 10, in
pro forma session.

Committee Meetings
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SCHOOL
REFORM ACT
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia held a hearing on the District
of Columbia School Reform Act of 1995—Blue
Print for Education Reform in the District of Co-
lumbia. Testimony was heard from the following of-
ficials of the District of Columbia: Kevin Chavous,
member, City Council and Chairman, Committee on
Education, Libraries and Recreation; Peggy Cooper
Cafritz, President, Board of Education; Paul Vance,
Superintendent of Schools; Josephine Baker, Chair-
woman, Public Charter Board; Gregory McCarthy,
Deputy Chief of Staff, Policy and Legislative Affairs,
Office of the Mayor; Natwar Gandhi, Chief, Finan-
cial Officer; and Charles C. Maddox, Inspector Gen-
eral.

CHECKED BAGGAGE SCREENING SYSTEMS
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Aviation held a hearing on Checked
Baggage Screening Systems-Planning for the Decem-
ber 31, 2002 Deadline. Testimony was heard from
Steven Zaidman, Associate Administrator, Research
and Acquisitions, FAA, Department of Transpor-
tation; and public witnesses.

Joint Meetings
EMPLOYMENT-UNEMPLOYMENT
Joint Economic Committee: Committee concluded hear-
ings to examine the employment-unemployment sit-
uation for November, focusing on payroll employ-
ment figures, after receiving testimony from Lois
Orr, Acting Commissioner, Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, Department of Labor.
f

NEW PUBLIC LAWS
(For last listing of Public Laws, see DAILY DIGEST of Thursday,

November 29, 2001, p. D1183)

H. J. Res. 76, making further continuing appro-
priations for the fiscal year 2002. Signed on Decem-
ber 7, 2001. (Public Law 107–79)

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAM AHEAD
Week of December 10 through December 15,

2001

Senate Chamber
On Monday, at 3 p.m., Senate will consider S.

1731, Federal Farm Bill.
On Tuesday, at 9:30 a.m., Senate will consider the

nominations of John D. Bates, of Maryland, to be
United States District Judge for the District of Co-
lumbia, Kurt D. Engelhardt, to be United States
District Judge for the Eastern District of Louisiana,
and Julie A. Robinson, to be United States District
Judge for the District of Kansas.

During the balance of the week, Senate may con-
sider any other cleared legislative and executive busi-
ness, including conference reports when available.

Senate Committees
(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Special Committee on Aging: December 10, to hold hear-
ings to examine the costs and tradeoffs of reforming So-
cial Security, focusing on the President’s Commission to
Strengthen Social Security proposals and other related re-
form plans, 2 p.m., SR–385.

Committee on Armed Services: December 11, business
meeting to discuss the status of the conference on S.
1438, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2002, 2:30 p.m., SR–222.

December 12, Full Committee, to hold hearings to ex-
amine the Department of Defense implementation of the
President’s Military Order on the detention, treatment,
and trial by military commissions of certain non-citizens
in the war on terrorism, 9:30 a.m., SR–325.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: De-
cember 11, business meeting to consider the nomination
of Eduardo Aguirre, Jr., of Texas, to be First Vice Presi-
dent, and J. Joseph Grandmaison, of New Hampshire, to
be a Member of the Board of Directors, both of the Ex-
port-Import Bank of the United States; and the nomina-
tion of Kenneth M. Donohue, Sr., of Virginia, to be In-
spector General, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, time to be announced, S–216, Capitol.

December 13, Full Committee, to hold hearings to ex-
amine housing and community development needs in
America, 10 a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Foreign Relations: December 11, to hold
hearings on the nomination of Francis Joseph
Ricciardone, Jr., of New Hampshire, to be Ambassador to
the Republic of the Philippines and to serve concurrently
and without additional compensation as Ambassador to
the Republic of Palau, 3 p.m., SD–419.

December 13, Subcommittee on Central Asia and
South Caucasus, to hold hearings to examine contribu-
tions of central Asian nations to the campaign against
terrorism, 3 p.m., SD–419.
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Committee on Governmental Affairs: December 11, to hold
hearings to examine the local role in homeland security,
9:30 a.m., SD–342.

December 13, Full Committee, to hold hearings to ex-
amine security of the passenger and transit rail infrastruc-
ture, 9:30 a.m., SD–342.

Select Committee on Intelligence: December 12, closed
business meeting to consider pending calendar business,
2:30 p.m., S–407, Capitol.

Committee on the Judiciary: December 10, to hold hear-
ings on the nomination of David L. Bunning, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern District of
Kentucky, 10 a.m., SD–226.

December 11, Subcommittee on Administrative Over-
sight and the Courts, to hold hearings to examine home-
land defense issues, focusing on sharing information with
local law enforcement, 10 a.m., SD–226.

December 12, Full Committee, to hold hearings to ex-
amine the future of the Microsoft settlement, 10 a.m.,
SD–106.

December 13, Full Committee, business meeting to
consider pending calendar business, 10 a.m., SD–226.

House Chamber
To be announced.

House Committees
Committee on Appropriations, December 11, Sub-

committee on Commerce, Justice, State and Judiciary, on
OxyContin, 10 a.m., 2359 Rayburn.

Committee on Energy and Commerce, December 11, Sub-
committee on Telecommunications and the Internet,
hearing on the settlement between the U.S. Government
and Nextwave, Inc., to resolve disputed spectrum licenses,
3 p.m., 2123 Rayburn.

December 12 and 13, Subcommittee on Energy and
Air Quality, hearings on H.R. 3406, Electric Supply and
Transmission Act of 2001, 1 p.m., on December 12 and
9:30 a.m., on December 13, 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on Financial Services, December 12, Sub-
committee on Capital Markets, Insurance, and Govern-
ment Sponsored Enterprises and the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations, joint hearing entitled ‘‘The
Enron Collapse: Impact on Investors and Financial Mar-
kets,’’ 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, December 12, hearing
on ‘‘The National Vaccine Injury Compensation Program:

Is It Working as Congress Intended?—Part II,’’ 1 p.m.,
2154 Rayburn.

December 13, hearing on ‘‘The FBI’s Handling of Con-
fidential Informants in Boston: Will the Justice Depart-
ment Comply with Congressional Subpoenas?’’ 10 a.m.,
2154 Rayburn.

Committee on International Relations, December 11, to
mark up H.J. Res. 75, regarding the monitoring of weap-
ons development in Iraq, as required by United Nations
Security Council Resolution 687 (April 3, 1991), 4 p.m.,
2172 Rayburn.

December 12, Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pa-
cific, hearing on Southeast Asia after 9/11: Regional
Trends and U.S. Interests, 10 a.m., 2200 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, December 13, Subcommittee on
National Parks, Recreation and Public Lands, hearing on
the following bills: H.R. 2109, to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct a special resource study of Vir-
ginia Key Beach, Florida, for possible inclusion in the
National Park System; H.R. 2748, National War Perma-
nent Tribute Historical Database Act; H.R. 3421, Yo-
semite National Park Educational Facilities Improvement
Act; and H.R. 3425, to direct the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to study the suitability and feasibility of establishing
Highway 49 in California, known as the ‘‘Golden Chain
Highway’’, as a National Heritage Corridor, 10 a.m.,
1334 Longworth.

Committee on Rules, December 11, to consider the fol-
lowing: H.R. 3129, Customs Border Security Act of
2001; and H.R. 3295, Help America Vote Act of 2001,
5 p.m., H–313 Capitol.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, December
12, Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment,
hearing on Addressing Sewage Treatment in the San
Diego-Tijuana Border Region: Implementation or Title
VIII of Public Law 106–457, 10 a.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, December 12,
Subcommittee on Terrorism and Homeland Security, ex-
ecutive, hearing on CIA counterterrorism needs and gaps,
2 p.m., H–405 Capitol.

Joint Meetings
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe: Decem-

ber 12, to hold hearings to examine the state of human
rights, democracy and security concerns in Kyrgyzstan,
focusing on human rights and democracy in the Central
Asian region, 2 p.m., 334 Cannon Building.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 02:42 Dec 09, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 0627 Sfmt 0627 E:\CR\FM\D07DE1.REC pfrm01 PsN: D07DE1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGEST

Congressional Record The public proceedings of each House of Congress, as reported by
the Official Reporters thereof, are printed pursuant to directions
of the Joint Committee on Printing as authorized by appropriate

provisions of Title 44, United States Code, and published for each day that one or both Houses are in session, excepting very
infrequent instances when two or more unusually small consecutive issues are printed at one time. ¶Public access to

the Congressional Record is available online through GPO Access, a service of the Government Printing Office, free of charge to the user.
The online database is updated each day the Congressional Record is published. The database includes both text and graphics from the
beginning of the 103d Congress, 2d session (January 1994) forward. It is available through GPO Access at www.gpo.gov/gpoaccess. Customers
can also access this information with WAIS client software, via telnet at swais.access.gpo.gov, or dial-in using communications software
and a modem at (202) 512–1661. Questions or comments regarding this database or GPO Access can be directed to the GPO Access User
Support Team at: E-Mail: gpoaccess@gpo.gov; Phone 1–888–293–6498 (toll-free), 202–512–1530 (D.C. area); Fax: 202–512–1262. The Team’s hours of
availability are Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Eastern Standard Time, except Federal holidays. ¶The Congressional Record
paper and 24x microfiche will be furnished by mail to subscribers, free of postage, at the following prices: paper edition, $197.00 for six
months, $393.00 per year, or purchased for $4.00 per issue, payable in advance; microfiche edition, $141.00 per year, or purchased for $1.50 per
issue payable in advance. The semimonthly Congressional Record Index may be purchased for the same per issue prices. To place an order
for any of these products, visit the U.S. Government Online Bookstore at: bookstore.gpo.gov. Mail orders to: Superintendent of Documents,
P.O. Box 371954, Pittsburgh, PA 15250–7954, or phone orders to (202) 512–1800, or fax to (202) 512–2250. Remit check or money order, made
payable to the Superintendent of Documents, or use VISA, MasterCard, Discover, or GPO Deposit Account. ¶Following each session of
Congress, the daily Congressional Record is revised, printed, permanently bound and sold by the Superintendent of Documents in individual
parts or by sets. ¶With the exception of copyrighted articles, there are no restrictions on the republication of material from the
Congressional Record.

UNUM
E PLURIBUS

D1228 December 7, 2001

Next Meeting of the SENATE

3 p.m., Monday, December 10

Senate Chamber

Program for Monday: Senate will consider S. 1731, Fed-
eral Farm Bill.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2 p.m., Monday, December 10

House Chamber

Program for Monday: Pro forma session.
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